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The Primacy of Perception in Epistemic Evaluation;

" Merleau-Pontean Reflections On Epistemic Rationality

Thomaz Carlos Jacgues _ .
051636

Thesis gbstract e
The aim of my thesis is twofold. First, I wish to establish a necessary

connection between knowledge and what phenoménologists have termed fhe life-

world. It is a central tenet of existential phencmenology that knowledge

élaims, understood as vbjective, are grounded on a pre-predicative or pre-objective

experience. But beyvond vague descriptions qf this relationship, the connection

between these two domains remains unclear. My efforts will be directed.

towards an epistemological investigation of this relationship; i.e., I hope

to show that the epistemic justification of objective empirical knowledge

' claims presupposes experience of the life-world. On the basis of this argument,

I then wish to outline a theory of epistemic evaluation for phenomenological
descripticns, and for empirical knowledge in general. This theory wiil
stand as a positive alternative to contempcrary theories of knowledge.

I approach these two tasks with the aid of the philosophy of Maurice

Merleau-Ponty. His writings represent, what I believe to be, the most successful

~attempt to deal with the two questions raised above. And his phiiosophy

is interpreted within fhe context of these issues. The aim is not so much

to provide an exegesis of Merleau-Ponty's thought, but rather to employ

his philosophy as a kind of framework with which to deal *ith the two problems
we have.set fér ourselves. Thouch in this process, a limited understanding
of what Merleau-Ponty means by pré—objective experience and the primacy
of perception will be attained.

The thesis begins with a general int:oducti;n to life-world phenomenology,

and to the pfoblems facing such a project. An argument is then provided -

for justifying the epistemological approach to these difficulties. It is
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maintained that no phenomenclegy can ignore epistemology, and that any phencmenology
which rejects Eédmund Hussgri's theory of eidetic intuition, must propose
an alternative theory of epistemic evaluation, if it is to more than a description
of personal experienéé. - ’

fhis is followed by a-discussion of two major competing theories of
epistemic appraisal:-foundationalism and coherentism. It is shown that
both theories face éérious problems, which are rooted, it is suggested,
in their respec;iﬁe analyses of the experience which verifies empirical
knowledge. To escape this Eggﬁse, the propoéal is made to examine expefience
itself, indepenéentlf of an& theoretical preconceptions; an examination
which holds cut the possibility of revéaling an alternative to the two opposing
theoriss. Theféhgpter concludes with a.brief discussion of a2 problem facing
all e;is;émo;agy, viz., that éll investigations-of knowledge-appear to either
presuﬁpqse instances of knowledge or the criterion of knowledge, thus undermining
its tqaé;tianal claims to being presuppositionless. If this is the case,
our concept{pn of epistemic rationality must be altered.

Tha2 next chapter presents Merleau-Ponty's critiques of sensgtionalism
and irteliectualism, which are parallel'to foundationalism's and‘coherentism‘s
congepticons of the evidence for empirical knowledge. Though, it becomes
apS;rent tﬁat Merleau-Ponty's objections to intellectualism fail, for he
does not fully consider the position. As a consequence, the intellectualist
judgment theories of pérception pose a problem for the notion of pre-objective
experiénce; Since all experience is judgmental, and hence objective, we can
have‘no access to a pre-cbhjective experience. And the idea that it is the
task of phenomenoclogy to describe such an experience_appears to be contradictory.
A review of.commenta;y on Merleau-Ponty's philosophyv repeats these major
criticisms, and others, andé also reveals a profound inadequacy in the attempts

r

to meet them.

The third chapter begins the process of answering the many guestions
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raised throughout the essay. An internPl critique of empirical knowledge,
as paradigmatically embodied in science, is developed, demonstrating that
all objective empirical knowledge depends on pre-cbjective experience for
its verification and its meaning. A further examination of this founding
relationship discloses a connection of mutual dependence between the two

& ,
spheres, with explicit judgment depending on pre-cbjective experience, which

is itself a sediment of past judging activity. Aand this.igglicit predicative
experience determines the meaning and jdétification of expliciE'judgments.
This double edged relationship removes the apparent contradiction in a phenomenclogy
of pre-okbjective experience. The chapter ends with a brief outline of
Merleau-Ponty's own account of that experience.
The following chapter elucidates a theory of knowledge:' It begins

with a critique of Hﬁssérl's thecry of intuiticn, arguing that the epecheg,
which is essential to eidetic intuition, is impossible, given our situatedness in
the world. The theory that emerges from this, and from Merleau-Ponty's description
of illusory and veridical perception, is a kind of episteﬁic contextualism,
which is designated as a foundationalist-coherentism, as it adopts the: positive
‘features of both. Though calling this a "theory" of epistemic evaluation,
it is so in an untraditional sense, for the theory'is only an abstract description
of our actual e§istemic practice. The norm of epistemic evaluation is not
a2 formal criterion, but pre-objective experience itself, # change in which
can lead to a disc&nfirmation of all that we have said. Furthermore, the
thecry proposed avoids the worst forms of relativism, and indiqates that
all epistemic evaluation occurs within the context of an unevaluated, -or
presupposed and taken fér granted, background of experience. —

. This points to an answer:to the problem of circularity in epistemology.
In the concluding chapter, two responses to this diffieulty are outlined,

both of which prove to be inadequdte.“What is subseguently shown is that

the circularity only proves to be such if epistemology purports to be presuppositionless.
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Once the latter idea is abaquied? however, the problem dissolves. And .

what remains is a theory of knowledge which charts a course between sceptical .

-

nihilism and epistemic absolutism.

e
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Mortal thoughts befit mortal men.

Pindar, Isthmia
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Preface

Our present intellectual milieu echoes with the voices of diéillusionment.
Philosophers proclaim the overcoming of metaphysics, the end of epistemology,
and the death of philosophy itself. Yet aside from the titillation that
such declarationé'may provoke, théy soon become tiresome by thelr very repetition.
How often, in its history, has philosophy been interred, only to be borm -
again in the dreams of another? But not to dishoﬁou: our new sceptics,

‘one can recognize a change of spirit, if not of substance, in contemporary
pﬁilosophy, which is no doubt symptomatic of a far deeper change in our
culture. . Edmund Husserl, painfully aware of the transformations overtaking.
western civilization and thought, uttered the epigragh of our age: the dream

is over. Though Husserl never abandoned his rationalistic vision, it has

been profoﬁndly shaken since his passing. Philosophy was born of wonder,

énd in explaining and justifving reality, it hoped to satisfy that wonder.

Its efforts have taken many forms, from seeking to know why there is something
rather than nothing, to’asking how it is that we know. This hope of discofering
foundations, certainty, is now' in doubt. i |

I, of course, cannot deal with the full scope of what is hefe in question.
My task is far more limited. I do believe that the dream is over; that
the search for absolute foundations is misguided. We are the inhabitants
of Plato's cave, from which escape is not possible. At best, we may illuminate
patches of its walls. But instead of this being a source of despair, we
must come to see.that this is the only truth open to us, that we may have
knowledge of ourselves and our world, though it is not the certain knowledge

promised to us in the past. Between the two worlds of light and darkness.,

lies the play of shadows which is our reality. It is through this demain
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that I wish to chart our path.

My concern is with epistemology and thé relationship to it of‘whét may
be termed life-world phenomenclogy. This relationship has never been clear.
And claims about hoy the knowledge of the sciehces is groundeé in a
pre-predicative or pre—bbjective experience are even more obscurE: What
I hope to demonstrate isiihat this.gfounéing rélation is necessaiy if we
“ are to make any sense of objective knowledge claims. This will, in turm,
open up a new conception of epistemic justificatioﬁ; one consistent with
our'experience. This is neither the overcoming of epistemology. nor the

return to the dream. It is rather the rediscovery of Pindar's_ancient wisdom,

that the source of our knowledge is ignorance.

)

~4d



Introduction

The Search for Beginnings

=

The perceived world'is the always presupposed foundation of all
rationality, all value and all existence. This thesis does not destroy
either rationality or the absclute. It only tries to bring them down

to earth.
! t
f . Maurlcé/ﬁer}eau-bonty;—”The Primacy of Derceptlcn
f and Its-Philosophical Consequences"“
'
I

1
In the writings of Edmund Husserl, phenmmenology is presented as a study of
origins; the origins of the meaning of phenomena, the latter being undegstood
to encompass all possible objects of conscicusness. This can be seen as

i

i
early as the Logical Investigations.——

Phenomendlogy...lays bare ;;;\\sources"from which the basic concepts
. and ideal laws of pure logic 'flow', and back to which they must once
morg be traced, so as to give them all the 'clearness and distinctness'
neecded for an understanding, and for an eolstemologlcal critigue,
of pure logic.l ‘
For Maurice Merleau-Ponty, heeding Husserl's call of going "Back to

»

the 'things themselves'"2means_returning to the world which precede;p<ﬁ3?“~

P

‘ knowledge, and which our knowledge is abogt§ In the act of reflection,

- we'reflect upon an unreflective experience, which Meéieau—?onty describes

as the pre-objecéive perceptual'contact of consciousness with the world?
Pfe—objective experience is antecedent to any conceptualization of, or theérizing_
about, reality. It is the ultimate ground for all cognitive activitya and

&
is characterized metaphoricallv by Merleau~Ponty as the "cradle of all meanings"



and the ™native abode of rat10na11ty"5 To return to thlS experience is
not to disclose a reality of which we are ignorant. Rather, it is to make
explicit, or bring to light, the pée-scientific life of conscidusness, which
alone gives meaning to scientific operations, and to which the latter always
refer back® The pre—objective wbrid~is the meaning fundament of the scientific
world, the last being taken as the paradigmatic expression of an objective
Gescription of reality's uhiversal properties. It is the basis upon which
science is built] and of which science is an abstract and second order expression@
Obfective thought, however, causes us to lose contact with this perceptual
experience? hence phenomenoclogy, as a retﬁrﬁ to the things themselves, bécomes
an attempt to ré—achiqye our direct and primitive contact with the worldlo
It aims at a direct descriptibn‘of experience, as it isil
{Plhenomenological or existential philosophy aséigné itself the
task, not of explaining the world or of discovering its "conditiecns

of possibility", but rather of formulating an experience of the world.
a’ contact with the world which precedes all thought about the world.l2

As descriptive, phencmenolegy is opposed to the explanatorv objective sgiences.
In seeking to explain, science distorts the phenomena. Whereas if they ‘
are to be properly understood, they must be deScribed and not constructed’
on the basis of presupposed theoretical demands}3 What must -be ﬁept in mind
here is that Merleau-Ponty is not criticizing science as such. Wwhat he
is challenging is an interpretation of scEence, which phenomenologists have
termeé "scientism". This is the conviction that knowledge of the world
coincides with what can be expressed in the statements of the sciences,
and that the knowledge which the sciences provide is the compléte and only
true description of reality%4 That Merleau-Ponty does not reject the sciences
is evidenced in his claim that philosophy is itself impossible E}thout‘the
sciences' methodical exploration of phencmena. If philosophy were to ignore
such studies, it would be reduced to a collection of formal truthsio Phenomenology

does not argue against the sciences' efforts to formulate objective descriptions,

for all thought objectifies. Philosophy, which is for Merleau-Ponty phencmenology.
1



cannot itself escape this}sButrwhag phencﬁenology attempts to point out

are the limits of that objectifica?ion. Ideally, there should be no rivalry
between phenomenclogy and the sciences. Each can give\§upport to the other,
with the former studying the meaning origins of the phenomena discovered

by the qidtter. As such, phenomenology grasps the bases and limits of objective
descriptions of the worldl’ Rather than accepting ﬁhé identificatioﬁ of

the real with the world as conceived by science, phenomenology places science
on a more secure foundation, for it beccmes truer to the things themselves,
i.e., to pre-objective eﬁperience.

The return to pre-objective experiende remains possible because objectivér
thoug@t does not so much suppress the experience, as sublimate it18 1n psycho-analysis,
sublimation refers to an unconscious process by which a sexual impulse, or
its energy, is deflected, so as to express itself in some socially acceptable
activity, i.e., one manifestation of the impulse is substituted for another,
with the impulse remaining active throughout the alteration. Analqgously.
objectivé thought 1s a cognitive substitute for the understanding that we
have of reality in pre-objective experience. Nonetheless, this experience
remains operative as the foundation of objective thought. "We never cease
living in the world of perception, but we go beyond it in critical thought -
almost to the point of forgetting the contribution of perception to our

idea of truth»l®

This going beyond perception is essential to the progress of thought,
which demands objectification and abstraction. It is the basis of science's

success. As Aristotle alreédy recognized, scientific "knowledge is judgement

about things that are universal and necessary"?o But the succesélof the

sciences has also meant a departure from its origins, from that which gives

meaning to its concepts, to the point of forgetting those origins for‘its

own descriptions, takea in themselves. The regress called for by phenomenology

is based on the unwarranted assumptions of science, arising from this forgetfulness.

This internzal tension between the conditions of the success of scientific



knowledge and the conditions of that knowléage's meaning, makes the philosopher a
perpetual beginnerglfor he or she must constantly indicate the limits of
objective thought. Philosophy, for Merleau-Ponty, becomes an act of remembering,
in an effort to restrain the hubris of science. Like the attendant of the .
triumphant Roman commander, so too the chencmenologist whispers to the scientist,
"Look behind you, remember that you are but a man". True philoSOphy“%onsists
in relearning to look at the world?? Consequently, it does not present us
with a bedy of knowledge, but is the constant vigilance of the sources of
knowledge?3forever affirming the primacy of perception. b
Bv these words, the "primacy of perception", we mean that the experience

of perception is our presence at the moment when things, truths, values

are constituted for us; that perception is a nascent logos; that it

teaches us, outside all dogmatism, the true conditions of objectivity

- itself; that it summons us to the tasks of knowledge and actions.
+ is not a question of reducing human knowledge to sensation, but

of assisting at the birth of this knowledge, to make it as sensible
as the sensible, to recover the consciousness of rationality.24

II
. -

Mérleau-?onty's notion of pre-cbjective experience finds its histarical
antecedent and philosophical roots in Husserl's concept of pre-predicative
experiencz, which characterizes what he terms the "1ife-wofld". t will
be appropriate here to briefly outline Husserl's own posi;iou, so that we
may come to a better understanding of Merleau-Ponty's philosophical project,
and also to prepare the background for the problems that I wish to identify
ané deal with in this essay. »

Like Merleau-Ponty, Husserl does not question the intrinsic value and
validity of science. It is the interpretation of science, as to its ultimate
meaning, that is at issue. "What is in question is the meaning of the sciences
in a philosophical sense and, no less important, their human significance“35

As conceived within the world of science, the subject gqua theoretician and

the world qua the law governed interrelationship of theoretical entities,
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are abstractions. And if we take it as the sole truth, we emasculate our rich

world of experience. The mathematically articulated world of scientific

.

laws is a world of ideal relations and entities; things which are idealizaﬁioﬁs
of a more concrete material. Science, as a kind of thecoretical superstructure,
requires a foundation upon which to rest2® The foundation is th? pre-ﬁEEaicative
experience of the life-world; an expérience not yet articulateﬁ in explicit

judgments and which gives us access to a world populated by individual entities
: 5

with colours, sounds, textures, smells, and tastes. It is a world permeated
pivd .

by our affective states, evaluations;‘and préctical activities. Simply

put, it is "that province of reality which\thgxﬁfag:swake and normal adult

~

simply takesifor granted in the aftitude ofﬁfommon senSef37

With the development of science, however, the mathem;tically'constructed
world of ideal laws and theoretical entities comes to replace the world
as it is given in experience, as the only true descriptibn_of our world, (

and thus as the characterization of the real world?8 But as with Merleau-Ponty,
£

the life-world- is not eliminated with the dévelopment of science, fbr it

.is the foundation of all scientific knowledge. The relationship between

the life-world and the scientific world is described by Husserl in many

ways. He claims, as dpes Merleau-Ponty, that it is the meaning fundament

of all scientific idealities?9 It is the source of meaning for all scientific
statements30 . . -

In addition, Husserl states that the life-world is the source of ultiﬁate
evidence for scientific kﬁofledge. This is variously characterized by.Husserl.
He says that the validity of theoretical truths.is grourded on the prelogical
validities of the life-world?lthat the life-world is a realm of self-evident
givens?zto which all epistemic verification leads back.

v

All conceivable verification leads back to these modes of self-
evidence because the "thing itself" (in the particular mode) lies
in these intuitions themselves as_that which is actually, intersubjectively
experienceable and verifiable and is not 2 substruction of thought;
whereas such a substruction, insofar as it makes a claim to truth,
can have actual truth only by being related back to such self-evidences.33



The jus;ification of knowledge claims cannot be found in the jﬁdgments themselves
that are asserted. One must return to the mode of giveness of the objects
about which judgments aré made, and which are the conditions of the bossibility-
for maiking judgmeﬁts34 All bredicative knowledge is evideatially grounded

Jn the self-evidence of pre-predicative experience35 .
e
R . .
The primacy of the life-world for Husserl, or of pre-objective experience

for Merleau-Ponty, is therefore twofold. It is.the source of meaQing for
all ;bjective knowledge claims, and equaliy the source of eviéence for such
xnowledge. These two theses, of coursé, are not completely independent,
as a theory of meaning underlies any theory of epistemic justification,

and how kndk;edge is justified has implications for a theory of meaning.

In either case, for both Husserl and Merieau-Ponty, the "worl@ of everyday

life is...man's fundemental and paramount reality"3®
III

The preceding accounts of Merleau-Ponty's and Husserl's philosophies

are of a preliminary nature. Yet they serve to set the stage for a discussion
-4

of some of the difficulties that confront this general philosophical vision.
k1
As was.alreadv noted by Husserl, the relationship between the life-world
and the scientific-mathematical world is anything but clear.
The paradoxical interrelationships of the "objectively true world"
and the "life-world” make enigmatic the manner of being of both.
Thus [the idea of a] true world in any sense, and within it our own
being, becomes an enigma in respect to the sense of this being.37
Within the work of Merleau-Ponty, the connection between the two worlds
is equally ill defined. What exactly does it mean to speak of 2 pre-cbjective

experience? It has been argued that all experience involves concepts, O

is theory laden. If so, can one make sense of an experience, which as pre-objective,
is devoid of conceptual formation, or theory neutral? How is it that pre-objective

experience can found objective knowledge? Pre-objective experience appears
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to be radicalLy.subjective. It thus follows that the ultimate evidence
for the verification of knowledge is subject relative. Yet science, gnd
knowledge in general, as traditioné;ly understood in philosophy, is claimed
to be inherently objective. How can objective knowledge have a subjective
justification? Is not knowledge %hen reduced to community consensus, or
worse, individual idiosyncrasy? Wwhat is the epistemic status of descriptions
sf the world of pre-objective experience? Can such descriptions eﬁen be
epistemically évaluated, given that what they are describing and attempting
to capture as it is "lived", is a pre—objeéﬁive experience, whereas truth claims
have been conceived as objective? And if they carnot be epistemically evaluated,
then pre-objective experience must be viewed as essentially non-cognitjve,
which threatens to remove it beyond our grasp, and raises serious guestions
about how a non-cognitive experience can serve as the evidence for knowledge.
But if such experience can be described cognitively, in what sense of "cognitive"?
Ultimately, what is the relationship between pre-objective experience and
truth? The question§ ére potentially endless. But it will not be my task
to deal with all the enigmas surrounding the relationship between pre-objectiﬁe
experience and the scientific ﬁorld, nor to appreoach these in all the many
ways that one can. Rather, as.my questions suggest, I propose to examine

u.
how pre-objective experience can serve as evidence for objective knowledge.
That is, my aim is to pursue an epistemological study of the relationship

between these two domains.
v

Q My intention to enter upon an episteﬁological investigation of the relationship
between the life-world and the world of objective knowledge may perhaps
be objected to by some phencmenologists. Phenomenology, as we saw, purports

to be a descriptive enterprise, whereas epistemology is viewed as prescriptive.



© It explains how knowledge claims are to be prgpérly appraised, if indeed
they can be. It is a normative discipline, and not descriptive. In addition,
however, to a lack of clarity about how these two endeavours are to be properly
distingquished, i.e., descriptioﬁ and prescription, this objection sets up
a fact/value distinction that is, as we will have occasion to see, uhtenable.
But the objection is nevertheless a strong one, for even though phencmenological
description may not be opposed to epistemology. it has been argued that
phencmenology shows the problem of knowledge to be a psuedo-problem. .And
if this is the case, then the aim of this essay is superfluouéqghq misguiéed.
But I do not believe that this is so, the reasons for which I will try to
. —
show.
We may begin with Husserl's phenomenology. Husserl was not without
concern for epistemological problems. Indeed, one recent commentary.on , -
his thought states that "epistemic appraisal is at the heart of his doctrinen38

He himself characterized phenomenology as a neé/Carteolanlsm39w1th all that

this designation implies about a search for the evident foundations of knowledge.

aAnd in the Logical Investigations, he holds that epistemology precedes all

other disciplines?o He claims to have been motivated to pursue his investigaticns
by a.dissatisfaCtiqn with psychologistic accounts of the foundation of logic,
which lea+to a reflection "on the relationship...between the subjectivity

of knowing and the objectivity of the content known"4l In other words, Husserl
was led to consider how it is that subjective acts of consciousness can

attain objective knowledge. And this is'precisely the central problematic

of epistemology. Given the apparent gap that may.exist between what we
claim to know, and how the objects of our knowledge may in fact be, tﬁe
question arises of how we may be assured of the correctness of what we believe,
which is the Iissue ?ﬁ how our knowledge is to be justified. - If reality

were immediately ané‘unproblematicglly accessible to us, then the concept

of epistemic justification would be superfluous. . But that, unfortunately,
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is not our situation?? Consequently, for a belief to be accorde@ the status
of knowledge, it must be justified.

By raising this question, Husserl places himself directly within traditional

epistemology. And in-the work, The Idea of Phenomenolggv,‘the possibility
of cognition-becomes the central theme.
Cognition in all of its manifestations is a psfchic act; it is
the cognition of a cognizing subject. The objects cognized stand
over and against the cognition. But how can we be certain of the
correspondence between cognition and the object cognized? How can
knowledge transcend itself_and reach its object reliably?43
The study of cognition is "ﬁhe first and principle part of phencmenology
as a whole“?4qnd for Husséfl, phenomenology, as a2 method, holds out the
possibility of solving its major difficulties.
We saw that phenomenology is characterized by a search for the origin
of the meaning of phenomena; by a return to the things themselves. This,
however, is an incomplete portrayval of thig philosophy. Aﬁcording to Husserl,
rhenomenclogy is egqually the search for the essences of meaning. And, in
his concern with epistemology, he is seeking to reveal the essence of cognition?d
Within natural thinking or the natural attitude, which conceives the
subject as something which stands cpposed §o the objective world, the Qfssibilityu
of cognition is taken for granted3® mut equally, that very possibility is
rendered ihexpiica?le given the unbridgeable qulf that is posited between
the subject, and the worid which the subject claims to have knowledge of.
If one is therefore to investigate the meaning of the phenomenon of kfowiedde,
a method is required which somehow removes from consideration the ontological
status of the subject and the object of knowledge, because the natural attitudé
mekes such an investigation impossible from the start. The method that Husserl
proposes is the epocheé, which involves the suspension or bracketing of oyr
existential beliefs, and the subsequent reduction of what appears to consciousness
to its pure meaning‘?7 There is thus disclosed a spﬁere of absolutely inmmanent

b

data?S



-10;'

~

There are two senses of transcenéence and immanence..for Husserl, which
must be kept in mind. He speaks of genuine transcendence and genuine immanence,‘
in which an object is either not coptdined in a cognitive act of conséiousness,
or it is so contained, respectiyelyﬁg This ié contrasted with transcendence
and immanence as such. °The former refers to that which is given non-evidentially,
whereas the.latter indicates that which is given absolutely, i.e., an immediate
seelng and apprehending of an intended object itself, as it is, ruling ocut
any possibility of doubt. The sphere of immanence is thus the ggalm'of
self-evidently or intuvitively given phenomena50

With the epoche, the immanent phenomena that are disclosed are immanent
in the second sense. That is, having suspended our epistemic commitments
to beliefs about the existence of what appears to conscioﬁsness, we are
left with a multitude of meaningful phencmena, aspects of which are given
with absolute self-evidence. (This distinction, within phenomena, between
what is given self-gyidently and what is not, i.e., between whst is genuinely
immanent and what is immanent, reguires an eidetic reduction to be discerned,

which Husserl does not develop in the The Idea of Phenomenologv). And as

so given, their meaning is universal, and hence genuinely transcendent.

It follows that by means of the epochE, we arrive at self-evident givens

which go beyond individual-acts of consciousness. In other words, there

is immediately given, cbjective knowlédge, thoﬁgh it is limited to the knowledge
of essences . The problem of Xnowledge is aécordingly solved by having gone .
"beneath" the subject-object relationship as it is viewed within the natural
attitude, to the origins of the meaning of thé phenomena. In doing so,

we come to ;ecognize that we do have access to objective phenomena of which

we may be certain as to their meaning. And, for Husserl, the self-evident .
essences of phenomena serve as the basic norms for the evaluation of all
cognitions?! -

In Kantian language, one may say that what Husserl has done is outline

1
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the conditions for the possibility of objeétivity. But this would be to

mask a crucial difference between the two thinkers. Contrary to Kant, Husserl
does not assume cbjective knowledge as a given and then deduce its conditions.

To do so is to be uncritical, for one thus continues to philosophize within

the natural attitude, which Husserl charged Kanf with doing. A radical

philosophy must bracket the natural attitude, and see how the meaﬁing of
objectivity, and thereby cognition, is experi®tnced at the most basic levels

of consciogsness {which for Husserl ultimately.leads back to the absolute

being of transcendental subjectivity). Here, the problem of knowledge,

as the pfoblem of how consciousness acquires‘knowledge of transcendent entities,
dissolves, for it is a philesorhical problem that arises within the context

of the natural attitude®Z For phenomerology, "the whole problem is inconsistent"23
Hence Husserl has in a sense "overcome" the traditional problem of knowledge,

—

in that his chief preoccupation is not to "explain" how conscigusness attains
\-d’ " e

objective knowledge, but instead to describe the meaning of objectivity.

"The point is not to secure objectivity but to understand it"3% 1In place

of an explicit theory of knowledge, Husserl's phencmenology is a study of

wn

the meaning of the concept of knowledge, and its essential structures?
. LY o
"It endeavours to raise to clearness the pure forms and laws of knowledge

by tracing knowledge back to an adequate fulfillment in intuition"26
It is these latter claims which have prompted the contention that phenomenology
is not directly involved in epistemological issues. Indeed, the basic problem
of traditional epistemology is seen to be the result of a philosophical
confusion. Husserl appears to give support to this by affirming that realism
and idealism, which may be viewed as two alternative answers to the problem
of knowledge, are absurd?7 And Merleau-Ponty follows Husserl in this regard.
In the last analysis, phenomenolcogy is neither a materialism nor
a philosophy of mind. Its proper work is to unveil the pre-theorétical
layer on which both of these idealizations find their relative justification
and are gone bevond.S8

And a similar position is put forward by Martin Heidegger. For Heidegger,
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the preblem of knowlédge is able to get off the ground ohly if one sees

the subject as caught in his or her'own inner conségg;s pfésentat@ons, with
the subsegquent diff;éulty thét kno%lédge is somehow supposed to refer to

an external world2? Wwhat this fails to consider is the being of the knowing
_suhjectﬁo The philosophical examination of knowledge, confined to the conceptual
framework of an opposition between subject and object, 1s blind to what

is always implied in knowledge. "[N]amel§, that knowing is a mode of Being,
of Dasein as-Being-in-the-world, and is founded ontically upon this.state
of Being"@l Stated differently, a phenomenological investigation of the
knowing subject réveals that underlying the subject-object relationship

is an essential structuresof subjectivity which ontologicaily connects,the
subject's being or Dasein to that of the world. The problem of how we can

come to know the world therefore does not arise because we are always in

the world.

- But does phenomenology succeed in overcoming epistemology? Are all
guestions of episteﬁgc evaluation set aside as redundant? Heidegger's comments
seem to suggest as %uch. Though he does not reject traditional accounts

of knowledge, their correctness is confined to the ontic.level (the level

of Husserl's natural attitude), as they leave out, or worse, conceal, the
ontological understanding of truth as the disclosure or uncovering of Being@?
Phenomenology, according to Heidegger, mustjbe a study which reveals the /

ground of the ontic, and what one thus arrives at is the disc-losure of Being

in the openness of Dasein. Thinking is not to be evaluated by a norm. but
)¢ g )

¥
L4

must rather let itself ke clgimed by Being, so that it can say the truth __,//
of Being§3
Leaving aside the difficult;es about what exactly Heidegger means by
such statements, the Question remains that unless we have scme immediate
contact with Being, then how is it that we cen know that we are speaking

the truth of Being, that we are properly bttending to the cali of Being?
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This, of course, is to raise the traditional questlon of eplstemology and
Heidegger appears to. provide us with no answer//

Yet is.not Husserl in the same position? I believe not. Recall that
for Husserl, the“task of phencmenclogy is to trace knowledge back to its

adequate fulfillment in intuition; an intuition that is the basic norm for
all cognitign. Husserlian phencmenology is a foundational investigation
for any real theorv of knowledge§4for'it clarifies the meahing of the concepts
involved in such a theory, and thus provides the norms by which knowledge
claims may be evaluated. Phenomenology is a rigorous science of phencmena,
seeking to ground the meaning of all-objective meaning in the self-evident
givens disclosed in the immanent domaiﬁ of consciousness. By means of the
epoché, phenomenology aims to be an eidetic, a priori science, revealing
the essential structures of phenomena, as constituted within transcendental
subjectivity. "[E]idetic phenomenology explores the all-embracing laws
that prescribe for every factual statement about something transcendental
the possible sense (as opposed to the absurdity or inconsistency) of that

a

statement™®3

-

The intuitive self-evidence with which these structures are given is

the standard for phenomenological descriptions®®and the principle of all

Al

principles for Husserl's phenomenology.

:  [Plrimordial dator Inuition is a source of authoritv for knowledge...
[Wlhatever presents itself in vintuition” in n primordial form (as it

wg;e in its bodily realltv), 1s simply to be accepted as it gives

itself out to be, though oniv “within the limits in which 1t then presents
itself.67 .

Self-evidence, for Husserl, is not 2 feeféng which accompanies an act of
consciousness. It is a structural possibility of the intentionalityv of
consciousness, in which an object which consciousness intends fﬁlly conforms
with the manner in which it was originally intended®®
[TIhe epistemologicallv preqnant sense of self-evidence is exclusively
concerned with this last unsurpassable goal, the act of this most

perfect svnthesis of fulfilment, which gives to an intention, e.g.,
the\lntentlon of Judgment, the absolute fulness of content, the fulness

¢
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éf tﬁe cbject itself. The cobject is not merely meant, but in the
strictest sense given, and given as it is meant, and made one with
our meaning-reference.69
" The distinction between fulfilled and empty intentions of consciousness
(both these states haviné, ip turn, differences of degree) is the basis »
of Husserl's theory of evideg\e. And something is given with apodictic
evidence when it is given in itg entirety, as it is, i.e., 2ll transcendent
aépects of phenomena are excluded f means of the epochg) in a complete
grasp of the given object, as it is meant. It is in virtue of this intuition
of esgences that phenomenological deszriptions take on a scientific character?0
Having grasped the essences of phenomena, phenomenology provides an absolute
foundation for knowledge. Not, however, in the sense of giving us a set
of premises from which knowledge could be deduced, but by providing norms
against which knowledge claims can be clarif%fd and evaluated.
One may grant that Husserl's phenomenology does not directly confrong
the traditional problem of Xnowledge, but he does not thereby ignore episéemology.
On the contrary, it remains central to his tthght, insofar as the study
of the essences of meaning must itself be epistemically justified, and insofar
as these essences serve as the norms for evaluating non-essential knowledge.
By failing to provide a deeper account of epistamic evaluation, Heidegger,
for example, réises serious difficulties for his own phenomenological descriptions.
He fellows Husserl in questioning the traditional problem of knowledge,
but has nothing clear to offer in its place by means of which nils an descriptions
could be justified. This applies to, any phencmenology which asserts that
it has overcome epistemology. Witﬂo;t Husserl's theory of evidence, the
epistemic ctatus of phenomenological descriptions comes into question.
The failure to provide for an alterﬂative theory warrants one in dismissing,
phencmenology as 2 perhaps interesting, but nonetheless perscnal account

of human esperience. As one author has put it, phenomenclogy beccmes an

"imprbssionism"7ldescribing "fortuitous snatches of reality"-."2
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The same holds for Merleau-Ponty. He explicitly rejects Eusserl's theory
of evidence, because it implies an absolute knowledge, which is, for him,
in principle unattainable. But then Merleau-Ponty, if his phenomenglggz;
is to stand, requires a theory of epistemic justification.

Does this interest in epistemology, however,'not thereby viclate the
descriptive nature of phenomenclogy? To answer in the affirmative is, as
one writer has indicated, to misunderstand the nature of epié%emic evaluation/3
The latter is not an activity confined to philosophers: It occurs in our
own everyday experience. And if a phenomenology is to faithfully describe
that expefiénce:'it must also consider epistemic appraisal, by describing
the operative norms of‘tyat appraisal. |

&7 i '
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Two problems emerge from our introductery discussion. First, what is
the relationship between pre-cbjective experience and objective knowledge?
More specifically, how is objective knowledge grounded in this, as vet to
be determined, kind of experience? By answering ;pis guestion, I believe
we will be in a position to work-out a *heory of epistemic justification for
a non-Husserlian phenomenology. In dealing with these two dif{isulties,
we will also come to a limited uéaers;anding of Merleau-Ponty's concent
of pfe—objectivity. However, my foremcst concern is not with Merleau-Ponty's
philoséphy as such. I wish rather to use his thought as a kind of framework

to deal with a set of perplexities in what came to be known as existential

phenomenology. My choice to work with the writings of Merlea

based on the belief that he came the closest to answering our two probl
I also believe that there are serious difficulties with Husserl's phencmerclogy,
which we will come to see. And I have already noted my dissatisfactio

with Heidegger's thought. But, in addition, and more importantly, my a

G



is not only to ‘solve same difficulties that exist within phenomenclogy.

In articulating a theory of knowledge for phenomenoloyy, I believe that +-
what is outlined can stand as a general theory of epistemic justification,

and that it provides a strong alternative to the major cecmpeting theories

in contemporary debates. And it is with this last issue. that we will commence

the essay.

Before beginning, however, I would like to briefly note some limits :
to my discussion. My evaluation of the commentary on Merleau:Ponty, which
deals with the problems that we have raised, is confined to English language

.

texts. I am aware of the limits that this imposes upon my research and
myv own claims, and I can only say that I recognize this, and indicate to
the reader that he or she be aware of this fact. Also, my examination and

use of Merleau-Ponty is almost entirely confined to the Phencmenoloav of

Perception. I do.appeal to other texts, but only when they help to. clarify
something in the general discussion. I have completely excluded from consideration

The Visible and the Invisible, for I did not wish to raise all the exegetical

issues which surround this work.
Purthermore, though I cohcentrate upon epistemological matters in trying

tc elucidate the relationship between the life-world and objective knowledge,

(o]

do not mainta}héthat this is the only way to approach this question.

]

have chosen this path because it is the area of philosophy in which I

have the most interest, and because I believe that it is‘fruitful in providing

a strong case for the necessity of this relationship. My criticism of competing
theories of epistemic justificat;on ig also limited, in that it challengés

only two positions. I do not consider a2 third major theory, viz., externalism,

solely for reasons of space. Though I do believe that a criticism of this
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view can be developed on the basis of Merleau-Ponty's philosophy. Finally,
my attention is directed solely to the justification of empirical knowledge.
I do not treat a priori knowledge. Let us then plunge into the inferno

of philosophical disputation, with Merleau-Ponty as our guiding Virgil.
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Chapter One

The Joust of Criteria

How will vou lock for it, Socrates, when you do not know at all
\ what it is? How will you aim to search for something you do nbét know
at all? If vou should meet with it, how will you know that this is
the thing that you did not know?
Plato, Meno

H

The motivation for the discussion of epistemic evaluation arises from
the fact that we do not have an immediate access to reality, and therefore
our beliefs about the wdrld may be mistaken. If is the purpose of an account
of epistemic justification to indicate sbmething that we do have access
to, which can serve as evidence for the truth of what we believe. "The
basic role of jusE}fication is that of a means to truth, a more directly
attainable mediating link between our subjective starting point and our

objective goal“l Anéd what is identified as the mediating link determines

the criterion of epistemic evaluation.

The first canéidate for a theory of justification is based on a simple
obserﬁation,‘viz., that the justificatory support that one belief gives
to another can be transferred indefinitely from belief to belief. At what
point then, in the chain of justifying beliefs, is the original justification
- 3

provided?2 A belief can be justified by another belief, but if the justification
“

dy
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given is to provide any degree of certainty, then the justifying belief
must also be justified. The evidential support for the original belief

.
is only as strong as the justification for the belggf serving as evidence.

This leads to a potential infinite regress of justIfication, unlcss one
postulates a class of beliefs which are not justified by an appeal to further
beliefs. %he justificatioﬁ of the;; beliefs would be intrinsic fo them,
and thus they could function as the ultimate source of justification for )
all other beliefs. They would be the evidential foundation of a belief_
system. And without such a foundation, xnowledge becomes impossible. This
is the central argument for a foundationalist criterion of epistemic evaluation.
It can be found in the writings of Descartes? and has remained more or less
unchanged up to the time of its modern protagonists?

My concern here is with empirical foundationalism, and the queséion
of interest is the nature of these foundational empirical beliefs, which
have been variously referred to as basic beliefs or propositions, protocol
propositions, and propositions expressing a self-presenting property‘or
state. Central to this doctrine is that these basic beliefs are not justified
by an appeal to further beliefs, but by a cognitive state of "immediate
‘experience” or "direct apprehension"; states which can provide epistemic
justification without themselves requiring it§- What }s—immedi?tely given
in such experiencé terminates the regress of justification, as the beliefs
about such experiences are verified by the experienceg. The objeéﬁifé‘étate
of affairs to which a proposition or sentence corresponds (foundationaiism
has been traditionally associated with correspondence theories of truth)
must be experfgﬁted in a Eertain mamer, so as to justify the ﬁroposition{
which itself undergoes an analysis into its simpler components, so that
it may coincide with the direct experiences through which we gain access

to the state of affairs. The intention here is to reduce the gap between

the judgments of a cognitive agent and the experiences they are about, to
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the point that a judgment does not go beyond the experience ip-expresses,
i.e., the judagment and the experience have the same content. Moritz Schlick
compared such judgments with analytic propositions, for in both cases, “"the
process of understanding is at the same time the process of verification"®
Though contrarf to analytic propositioﬁs, basic beliefs inform us about
“reality, and hence can found other beliefs. A look at how these beliefs
have been understood will help to ciarify their nature.

Bertrand Russell gave two criteria for basic propositions: they must
be caused by some sensible occurrence which is the evidence for the proposition,
and n6 basic proposition can ;ontradict ancther hecause the experience which
one describes is independent of all other experiencés? These propositions
are not to be identified with the perceptual judgments of common sense,
such as, for example, "There is a dog". Such judgments surpass any immediately
perceived datum,-and consequently, they can be refuted by subseguent experience@
On the basis.of basic prOpositiOQ§, one can know nothing about non—presé;tly
given experiences, experiences of other ?ersons, or of entities described
impersonallv? Our everyday statements Jﬂst therefore be analysed into their _
basic component simple statements, such that the latter's meaning does not
depend on these other experienceé. 3 basic proposition is, in other words,.
an atomic proposition, in the.sense that the meaning it expresses is logically
self-sufficient}C The statement, "There is a dog", is analvsed into "There
is a canoid patch of colour™. Other examples of basic propositions would
include, "I am hot", "That is red", "What a foul smell";l In all of theée
-instances, ‘the speaker, in understanding the sentence, also sees that it
is true. & basic proposition "is a probosition which arises on occasion
of a pereeption, which is the evidence for its truth"i? Tt should be noted
that all such propositions have an indexical e%s?ent, hence their truth
gua basic propositions is personal and time bound or transitory. But they

nevertheless are the foundation of knowledge. "All theory of knowledge
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must start from 'what do ;;know?'“13 Hence the foundation of knowledge is
accepteé to be, by Russell, subjective and transitory, in that no one can
share my pefcepts,.and with the passage of time, the meaning of the‘basic
proposition ceases to coincide with its verifying experiencel4

In the early writings of A.J. Ayer, an epistemological foundationalism
is also argued for, with an‘interpretation of basic propositions similar
to Russell's. If one expresses the sentence,'“This is green", solely to
designate its sense, i.e., the given empirical datum in guestion, then the
sentence implies nothing about what is not being simultaneously experienced
on the occasion of the sentence's utterancei® The only péssibility of error
with such judgments is wverbal error, in which the experience is m:?:sdesignated%6
Substantial error would involve the judgment going §eyond the experience upon
which it is based, which is ruled out by the very nature of a basic proposition.
Such propesitions are thus incorrigible, for they are completely verified
by the presence of the sense-datum which they describel”

The contemporary writings of Roderick Ehisholm, though differihg in
terminology, follow the traditional foundationalist picture. However, he

does make some additions which are worth mentioning. Citing Sextus Empiricus

\
~ .

for the insight, Chisholm maintains that every object of apprehension is
apprehended either through itself or through something elsel8 The former

kind of apprehension provides a stopping point for the regress of justification,
and is what Chisholm calls a self-presenting state or property. "The mark

of a 2%1f-presenting property is this: every property it entails is necessarily
such that, f?%a person has it and also considers whether he has it, then

-ipso facto he will attribute it to himsel£"1? These properties are psychological
characteristics of the cognitive agent, such as- believing, thinking, feeling,
being appeared to, and so onZ0 Expresséd propositionally, these properties
serve as the foundation for knowlpdge. Examples would'include, "I believe

I know that person", or "That appears redly to me". The "believing" and
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*he "appearing" are immediately given s%ates, the existence of which'is
one and the same with their self-attribution. Chisholm; however, does
recognize that knowledge cannot'be.strictly understood in terms 6f such

a foundation. The knowledge of a belief system must also be internally
cbnsistentzl(ﬂﬁ5<zm be seen as Chisholm's concession to coherentism), and
the particular beliefs of t@e system must not disconfirm each other?? Nevertheless,
Chisholm's overall account of epistemic justificationqis similar to what

we have already seen, in that the beliefs which terminate the regress of

justification are atomic, subject relative, and transitory.

4

There is an added dimension in Chisholm's epistemology which I will *
ncte in passing, as it will come up again in the %ssay. For Chisholm, not
qgly must a subject have a self—presentiﬁg state to justify his or her beliefs,
but he or she must also be aware of the presence of such a state. That ‘
is, having a self-presenting state does not itself make it evident that
one has this state. One must egually give cons%deration to the state's
presence23 This raises an imporﬁant'peint for epistemic justification.
The—faét that there is evidence\for a belief is‘not a sufficient condition

for knowledge attribution. The cognitive agent, in addition, must also

believe that the kelief is justified, for a belief couid be justified without
the subject knowing it. Epistemiejustification thus requir?s a second
order or meta-justificatioﬂf/;imzj;i;%y the original jus‘::ificationg4

Finallf, let us consider the writings of Schlick. I turn to him last
because I believe his own account is more sensitive to the difficlilties 5
facing foundationalism, and thus one may begin to see where the theory can (/—“h“\
be challenged, if that is not already apparent. What Schlick refers to
as fundamental or observation Statements are the "absolute ind&ﬁitable starting-
points of ali .mowledge", “the firm basis to which all our knowledge owes -
the whole of whatever validity it may...possess"2> Again, the examﬁles of

such statements are similar to the ones cited above: "Here now "two black
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spots coincide”, "Here now blue is boundedjby yellow"?6 But for Schlick,

such propositions are left behind once we{éurn to statements usuable in -
life or science, because our linguistic u%%ge is not confined to simple B
sentences about immediate experience, and ;Eience is concerned with general
statements?’
Observation stateﬁents are identified according to their origin. They |
give expression to a personal experience which lies in the present?8 To -
this extent, Schlick follows the theories we have already outMned, but
he is also aware of the consequences of the characteristics of such statements
for epistemic evaluation. Basic propositions are not identical with written
or remembered statements?gfor once they are so retained, they lose their ~
immediate coincidence with their evideﬁée, and take on the character of
hypotheses, like =2ll statements which go beyond their supporting evidenced0
In the end, such statements cannot be noted down at a113l But how can such
fleeting, ephemeral statements serve as the ultimate, certain ground for
all knowledge? Schlick grants that they cannot, and here he agrees with
the coherentist. An observation statement has no duratidﬂ. Its verification
is made at the moment it is uttereg;_ Having been expressed; its moment
of verification passes into the past, thus the statement loses both its

N -
immediacy and certainty?2 On this kind of statement, no knowledge can he

grounded33 But such statements are not thereby useless, for'if they come

at the end of the process of knowledge acquisition, "they ccmplete the act

of verification (or falsification), and at the moment of their appearance

have already performed their duty“34 This modification of foundationaXisnt

presents a new image of epistemic justificatioﬁ. The previous accounts saw

knowledge as a static edifice, with the epistemic n;rms already defined, and the task o
verification is a matter of examining whether our judgments conform to these

pre-set norms. For Schlick, knowledge is a process, with appraisal coming

at the end of a belief affirmation. And instead of the helief being appraised
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in accord with a, previously established nofm, it is confirmed or discofirmed
by an experience that occurs at the moment of verification. In other words,
- the norms of epistemic appraisal must constantly be re-affirmed.
ol [Fundamental propositions in] no sense...lie at the basis of science,
but knowledge, as it were, flickers out to them, reaching each one

for a moment only, and at once consuming it. And newly fed and strengthened,
it then flares on toward the next.35 .
Schlick, I believe, succeeds in presenting.a clearer picture of foundaticnalism.

while at the same time exposing what others see as its fundamentzl weaknesses.

s

III

We now have a general idea of foundationalist theories of epistemic

evaluation. My treatmgnt of the few versions of the theory that I have

chosen is nd doubt e*cessively brief, but I believe that it captﬁres the

essence of the view. I would, however. like to note one.final point before ~

moving on. One may distinguish between a moderate or weak foundationalism,

and a strong foundationalism3® 2 moderate foundationalism holds that the

non-inferential nature of the founding basic beliefs is sﬁfficient to justify

our knowledge. Whereas a strong foundationalism maintains, in addition

to the weaker version, that the beliefs must alsc be certain and incorrigible.
e "The four representativg§ of foundationalism that were discussed are all

strong foundationalists. But I do not pelieve that claims about incorrigibility

are central to foundationalism, as some foundationalists have argued37 And

the characteristics that have been identified as pertaining to the theory

make few appeals to its strong version. My own attention will be directed

towards the moderate view, and if it should prove false, then it follows

that the stronger version is equally unacceptable.
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To see the difficulties in foundationalism, let us turn to one of its
renegades, viz., Ayer. ~Ayer went on to reject the foundationalism that
-he had earlier espoused. He came to believe that the atté&pt to isolate
a class of propositions, whose descriptive content is in complete accord
with the experiences they express, to be impossible, because the two properties
claimed to pertain to basic beliefs are incompatible?8
Purely demonstrative expressions aré in their way secure:; but only
because the information which they give us is vanishingly small.
They point to something that is going on, but thev do not tell us
what it is.39
What Ayer identifies here has been taken to be the major failing of

s
empirical foundationalism. ~ If statements expressing an immediate experience

are cognitive, then they can justify other statements, but they are?\IH

turn, in need of justification. If, on the other hand, tﬁéy,are non-cognitive,
then they éo not require any justification. But then they are equally incapable
of providing it%0 The demand that a basic belief be both a proposition and

medn nothing more than an immediate experience seems to be impossible.

Ayer himself recognize@:ﬁ&gﬁ statements which are personal and transitory

are hardly in a posit;on(;; ground our knowledge?!l Schlick's modified foundationalism
is of little help in this regard. For ﬁhile he fecognizeé that fundamental
statements cannot grdunq knowledge, he holds that they can still serve to

verify it. But this shift does not solve the problemi for the question

may be rephrased to ask, how can such beliefs serve to confirm or disconfirm
knowledge claims? To accomplish either requires that these beliefs be deéribed
cognitively, which would imply a meaning which goes bevond unrecordable,

immediate experiences. Ultimately, it becomes difficult to see just how

xnowledge is founded on such beliefs, and indeed, whether there are such

beliefs at all. As Kant séid, "though all our knowledge begins with experience,

it does not follow that it all arises out of experience"4Z The goundationalist
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project thus appears to be a‘failure. Underlying this criticism, however,
is a conception of empirical judgments which must be clarifidd, as it séands
“in contrast to the foundationalist concept of a basic belief.
The notion of a basic belief involves'a judgment coinciding with the
experience describgd. The judgment is therefore transitory, as it makes‘y
no general claims. This absence of generality is essential to theé beliefs
immediécy? i.d., to the independence of the belief's meaning and truth.
It is against this claim that coherenéism, the alternative theory of epistemic
- justification, levels its attack, by'arguiné that such beliefs are impossible.
Generality or universality is present in all empirical judgments. 1In
seeing a ball, for example, I classify what T see, i.e., I %ee something
as a certain kind of thing, in this case as a ball. What is given in experience
is recognized as an instance of a characteristic or set of characteristics
that go bevond what is given and may be exemplified elsewhered3 This universal
element é% empirical beliefs always goes beyond the immediate sensory content
of those beliefs. Aand this applies equally to the foundationlist's basic
beliefsi Consider the statement "That is rec¢", or "Here now blue 1s bounded
bv vellow". In both, the subject and the object of the statements have
universal import, as their meaning is not exhausted by the immediate sensation
that is the océasion of their utterance. 2And this univergality is essential
to‘the meaningfulness of empirical judgments, for it is what is universal
in a judgment that identifies the cbject of which tﬂe judgment is about44
. It might be objected that in a statement like "That is red", to affirm
that %he demonstrative subject is a universal is to confuse the "is" of
iésntszy with the "is" of predication. "That", and other demonstratives,
are not qualities. They'simply identifv particulars, and cons;quently have
no universal significance. We understand what they mean by seeing what

they refer to, and nothing more?> I cannot deal with this objection in its

entirety, for to do so would take me into the vast domains of logic and

X 24



the philosophy of language. A brief comment is however called fo??;

For the coherentist, it ig difficult to see how exactly one is fé.distinguish
identity from predication, becausé.it is by means of predicates that we
idenﬁif& a thing. "This" or "That", independent of all the features that
these terms may designate, appear to be without meaning. Sepérated from
all characteristics, demonstratives seem to be capable of only identifying'
the ineffable.-rBut the identification of the ineffakle is the identification
of nothing. "ixifq

- [1lt is impossible to be conscious of a mere and indeterminate
‘this' or of a bare ’'here'. However simple it be, in experience there
is always something not entirely indeterminate, and whatever has passed
bevond the condition of sheer indeterminacy has passed, also, beyond
the condition of isolation, singularity and unrelatedness.46

Hegel has'ggﬁhteé out that the truth of a statement such as "That is
red" depends upon the &emonstrative sﬁbject of a sentence being contrasted
with the subject of other demonstrative assertions. When I say, "That is
red", I am not speaking of "This" thing, and"sqspn. This contrast, according
to Hegel, is essential to the meaning and truth offq;demonstrative statement?’

In Hegel's language, the meaning of demonstratives and indexicals involves
negation, i.e., a contrasting with that which is other than it. And wvhat

is through negation is no longer immediate, given that its meaning depends

on its rglationship to these other expressions or terms. In other words, .
demonstratives, by which we identify things, are universals8 Universality is, Y
for Hegel, intrinsic to thought, and thinking is always present in perception,

such that what one observes is always observed as a_universal or set of
universa1s?® There is, therefore, no atomic identitv which could be simply

captured by a demonstrative.

Furthermore, universality, for the coherentiét, is not sométhing which
only characterizes our reports of experience, but experience itself. More

correctly, experience is itself judgmental, in that it involves an implicit

inference, -in which a sensorv material is subsumed under an identifving
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Suppose that, glancing up at the sky, I see a tiny cross-shaped
object and hear a certain pervasive hum. I at once recognize an aeroplane,
and if questioned, I should say I ‘'‘perceived' it. But how much have
I actually seen or heard? I have seen little more than a speck, d
have heard nothing but a peculiar hum. Now to say that a speck pMas
2 hum is an aeroplane would of course be absurd...Yet if the speck
and hum are the only elements in the experience, how could I say I
perceive an aeroplane? It is obvious that in perception something
besides .what is given in sensation is involved.51
Ané this something else is the judging activity which consciousness brings
to all experience. Both.the'sensuous material and the universal under which
it is subsumed are essential to experience. "Evervthing ...which is in
any sense 'real', possesses the dual character of universality and unique <

o
individuality; and witheut this dual character nothing can enter into our’

experience"52 The attempt to burrow beneath our judagments to some judgment
independent expefiénce_or fact is futile53 The sensuous data that one seeks

to grasp in such an effort are already determined or "contaminated" by thought,
such that "to catch them ip an untouched state is really a vain attempt" 34

But lacking such an empirical ground, does not our knowledge crumble into

an infinite regress of justification? For the coherentist, this does not

follow from the rejection of the foundationalist's irmediate empirical givens.
The metaghor of epistemic justification must not be an edifice or superstructure,

but a system. \ \

The notion that a set of basic beliefs can coincide with a class of
privileged, iudgmerit free facts thus proves to be unacceptable to coherentism,
because whatevar is experienced is already mediated by cognitive activity.
Foundationalism assumes a direct experience of fact which. is beyondlall
quéstion, and to which thought must adjust itself, if it is to be appropriately

justified. But according to coherentism, such facts are a fiction.

«
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Truth has to copy facts, but on the other side the facts to be copied
show already in their nature the work of truth making. The merely
given facts are...the imaginary creatures of false theory. They are
manufactured by a mind which abstracts one aspect of the concrete
human whole, and sets this abstracted aSpect out by itself as a real
thing.55

In othe:r words, whéﬁ‘foundationalism takes as the evidential basis of knowledge
is actually other judgments; the implicit judgments of experience. What

thus verifies an empirical knowledge claim is not its coincidence with experirence,
but its coherence with the judgments that comprise the background of our
experience§6 It is important to remark that for coA;;entism, the evidential
support for knowledge is not something of 2 different nature from the judgments
of knowledée, for it i§§judgments which serve as the evidence for other
juégménts. :::D

\ What distinguishes a coherence theory is simply the claim tha£
:nothing can count as a reason for holding a belief except another
“belief. Its partisan rejects as uninteliligible the request for a;f
grouné or source of justification of another ilk.57

But what precisely is "coherenée"? aAg éxériterion of truth, it states
that 2 proposition is true if it coheres or fits with a system of propositions
which the cognitive subject bélievés, i.e., a belief is justified only insofar
as it is a member of a2 coherent set of beliefs. For coherentism, epistemic
appraisal is always done within the céntext of a set of jﬁdgments, hence ) -
all that one can appeal to in evaluating}a belief are cther judgments.
What a coheré;ce theory propéses, given this cendition, is an internal criterion
of knowledge; a criterion which is internal to a cognitive agent's system
of beliefs.

Coherence is not simply a matter,of logical consistency, which its advocates
have always stressed?8out for whig?/;hey always seem to be criticised?? Logical
consistency is recognized as a necessary, but not a sufficient condition
fbr coherence, for the reason-that one can‘have a logically consistent set
cf beliefs, the beliefs of which are also logically indifferent to one another.

Coherence demands a positive relation between beliefs. And what is traditiona{ii///

!
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added to the demand for logical consistency is that there be a kind of inference
relation between the beliefs of a belief system, so that if one belief or
set of beliefs is justified, it can serve as the basis of an epistemic justificatory
N
argument for a further belief80 Simplifying considerably, take the following
three statements as the cons;ituents of a helief system:
"an automebile is‘;rOpelled by a combustion engine" y
"Automobiles are land based vehicles"
"Steel is usually the hasic component of ‘an automobile's body"

On the basis of this system, the subsequent two statements can be epistemically

evaluated:

"I drove my automobile into a brick wall, severely damaging its -
. A .

mdyll

"I drove mv automobile into a brick wall, but luckily I passed

right through it"
One mav affirm that the first of the statements is justified, as it would
follow from the first three statements of the belief system, il.e., with

P .

the latter as premises, the belief that the car was smashed upon hitting

a brick wall is justified. Whereas the second statement is unacceptable,

given what is expressed in the belief system (leaving aside considerations
L e

" about the wall). It is this inferential relationship between beliefs that -
is meant when one speaks of coherence. And the more relevant the beliefs
are to each other, and the greater the number of related beliefs cne has
access to, the tighter is the relation of inference, and concomitantly,

the greater is the coherence of the belief system. It follows that there
are degrees of epistemic justification, with fully ccoherent knowledge being
2 knowiedge nin which every judgmen:t entailed, and was entailed by, the
restaei_ggf systemﬂ@l The latter, as the epistemic ideal of traditional

coherence}kheories, may be described as the strong statement of coherentism.

Whab/;s expressed in this notion of inferential relations between the
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bel%?fs of a coherent belief system is a theory of internal relations, which ‘
is the underlying theory of meaning of coherence theories of justification
and truth. Something is externally related to something else if that relation
can change without affecting the nature or meaning of the two or more things 4
reléted, or the natures or meanings of the things that are related may alter
without modifying the relationship that holds between them. Whereas a relation
is internal if the things related determine and are determined by their
mutual relationships. In our example of a simplified belief system, the
beliefs that one holds about automobilés are internally related, such that
a change in one or more of the beliefs would alter the meaning of :hat one
understands by an automobile. From the ideal. standpoint of completé knowledge,
every possible belief is related in some way to every other, so that "no
knowledge will géveal completely the nature of anv term until it has exhausted
that term's relations to evervthing else"f2

\The internal relations between beliefé‘}s essential to the identity
of that which the beliefs are about. This refers us back to Hegel's argument
that all identity involves negation or difference. We understand what it K
is to speak of something because what we say is related ﬁo a set of background
beliefs, and is contrasted with what those beliefs affirm about what we
aré referring to, 'and with what they affim about otherathings which are related
to what we are speaking of. "An idea always points beyond itself; it always
means more than it is; it always refers to more than it includes within
the circle of its explicit content"®3 No belief, taken individually, can .
therefore be seen as meaningful or open to epistemic evaluation, contrary
to what the foundationalist maintains about basic beliefs. For ccherentism,
both meaning and epistemic appraisal presuppose an interﬁ?lly related belief
svstem. To remove a belief from this context is to abSb;éct the belief

from its conditions of meaning. ("Abstraction", meaning the process of

taking something singly when it should be seen within a wider whole, is
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how this term will be understood throughout the essay).
It is by means of the concept of abstraction that coherentism explains
error. Error arises when a belief is taken from its belief context, or

evaluated in terms of a part of the belief context, and asserted to be fully

]
justified. Whereas in such a case, the belief is not justified. Or more

} jafféctly, the belief is not fully justified, as it is not appraised by
} 'Jrkference to the whole context of beliefs operative in determining the meaning

of the belief under consideration. It is at best a partial truth, i.e.,
an abstraction, and-therefore equally false. "Error is trutg(—it is partial
truth, that is false only because partial and left inCOmplete"§4 Returning
again to our simple example, if froﬁ the background of beliefs we exclude
the belief that, "Steel is usually the basic component of an automobile's
body", then the second belief being evaluated, about passing through the
brick wall, is no longer incoherent. 3But this woﬁld be to ignore an aspect
of the belief context. And by taking what is only relatively true for scmething
that is unqualifiedly true, discord is introduced into the belief system.
A belief is adequately justified only if it is coggédered in terms of the
fuil belieg context available to the appraiser. Angﬁinsofar as the belief
is judged relative to only a part of the context, then it 1is falsely justified.
. For coherentism, truth or falsity is never absolute, except when it 1s evaluated
/’////// agzinst a complete system of knowledge. But the latter is an ideal, and
inasmuch as our knowledge remains incomplete, such evaluative finality is
not possible. There is therefore always a degree of uncertainty in our
o epistemic evarﬁztions; As there are degrees of justification, so too are
there degrees of falsity. And the degree of justification depends upon
the completeness of the system which serves as the evaluative norm®3
It. is important to call attention to the fact that for the coherentist,
error, like truth, can only be iggntified from the vantage point of a more

inclusive belief system.



An error...is an incomplete thoudht, that to a higher thought, which
includes it...1s known as having failed in the purpose that it more .
or less clearly had, and that is fully realized in this higher thought.
And without such higher‘inclusive thought, an assertion has...no error.6é
ﬁhich is to say that we become aware of error cnly after it has heen identified
as such, this implying a contrast between the erroneous belief and the.EOIrect
belief (and the belief system which justifies the cofrect belief) which
supplants it. As with Schlick, the confirmation or disconfirmation of a
belief comes at the end of the process of knowledge acquisition. But whereas
with Schlick, the evidence for or against a ?elief was a transitory, single
experience, for coherentism it is the beliéf.system of a cognitive agent.
Yet how does this notion of a belief system, as the criterion for epistemic
e&gluétion, halt the potential infinite regress of belief justification?
Is not the chain of justifying beliefs endless, thus making knowledge impossible,
as the foundationalist claimed? On what basis can coherentism avoid postulating
a.class of basic beliefs? The answer to these questions can be séen in
how the coherentist conceives the inferential relationéhip between beliefs.
It camnot be understood as the simple relationship between the antecedent
and conseguent of a single hypothetical statement, because more is involved
in the meaning of these two parts of a& hypothetical than their explicit
content, taken singly. The antecedent implies the consequent because both
belong to a wider system of beliefs, and to grasp the implication is to
grasp them as members of such a system§7 -
'If I leap’i- from the tcop of the Empire State Building, I shall be
a sorry mess at the bottom'. Why ves, if I carry no parachute, if
my body retains its mass, if the law of gravitation continues, and
SO on.68
One of the foundationalist's objections to coherentism is that because
there are no hasic propositions, and because beliefs form a system, justification
ultimately moves in a circle. It would do so, however, only if it is assumed
that the inferential relation between beliefs is linear, so that at one

point in the chain of justification, there would be a belief or set of beliefs

which once were the conclusion of a justificatory argument, now serving
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as the premises for such an argument@9 But this is not the case because
the inferential relation is not linear. Inference, and consequently justification,
is s;stematic or holistic. That is, there is not a linear dependence between
- justified and justifying beliefs, but rather a relation of mutual, reciprocal
support?o Each belief is related in a manner that each can be.justified
in terms of the otqérs, with the direction of the justifying afgument depending
on which belief or set of beliefs, within the belief system, is being challenged
on a particular occasion!! A coherentist may accept a set of foundational
beliefs in a specific situation of epistemic appraisal. Such a foundation,
though,.ib-of a provisional nature, being motivated solely by the particular
circumstances of the ‘appraisal. The "foundational" beliefs have no séecial
epistemic status in relation to the belief system as a whole.

A foundation used at the beginning does not...mean something fundamental

at the end, and there is no single 'fact' which in the end can be

called fundamental absolutely. It is all a question of relative contribution
to my known world-order.72

VI

The discussion of the ccherence theory of epistemic justification has
perhaps been protracted, but this is because there are significant dimensions
of this theory which play a prominent role in the philosophy of Merleau-Ponty.
2iso, in outlining coherentism, I'did not coﬁtrast individual thinkers,
as I di¢ with foundationalism. The reason for this difference is that in
the case of‘céherentism, there are fewer divergencies between the individual

- .
thinkers. Furthermore, in noting the differences between foundationalists,
the theory's weaknesses came to the fore. I do not believe that this is

necessary in the case of coherentism, as its difficulties are more readily

apparent.



-35-

VI

The first problem that aris;s is with regard to coherentism's sclution
to the infinite regress of belief justificationf=a>solution the foundationalist
finds circular. It is maintained that both the regress and the circle are
avoided by the fact that the justifying relationship between beliefs is
syvstematic, with the guestion of the epistemic justificatien of any one
belief or set of beliefs being determined, on any particular occasion, in °
rg}ation to their belief context. This solution, however, is tenable only
insofar as one sees epistehic justification as a "local” matter, i.e., epistemic
evaluation is not demanded of the entire belief system, but of only one
belief or set of beliefs, which always have a background of further beliefs.
But foundaticnalism is not motivated by merely a "local" problem, for it
too cculd stop the regress of justification. What the foundationalist claims,
though, is that such z termination of the chain of epistemic justification

.. 1s arbitrary. And any epistemic justification based upon an arbitrary ground

T -
~

}J is as good as no justification. Coherentism, by confining questicns of
- .
epistemic appraisal to a small part of a belief system, accordingly raises
a:bitrariness to a printiple, thus undermining its own claims to providing
an adequate criterion of‘knowledge. The foundaticnalist does not deny that
our evaluative practice halts the regress of justification at some point.
'f‘ﬁf But the added gquestion ig raised akout what justifieé, in the end, the belief

system as a whole. Without an answer to this question, all our knowledge
-remzins uncertain. And coherentism seems to fail to give such an answer.
It is for this reason that empirical foundationalism appeals to a special
class of beliefs which coincide with immediate empirical givens. This both
grounds our knowledge as a whole, as the evidential foundation of knowledge
is external to the belief system, and establisheé a contact between our

beliefs and the objective world we seek to know.
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Retall that the problem of knowledge emerges with the recognition of
the ever present possibility of a discrepancy between a subject's beliefs

and the worid that is the cbject of those beliefs. Foundationalism, by f’//

1
grounding knowledge in immediate experience, is able to identifng kind
of knowledge which eliminates this possible discrepancy, and thus outline
a norm with which to evaluate all other knowledge. Coherentism, oﬁ the
other hand, as & criterion which is internal to a belief system, cannot
assure the correspondence of the beliefs with the world. Accordingly, it
cannotc g;ve an answer to the guestion of how our knowledge as a whole is
verified. 1In a sense, coherentism is an answer to a question that was never
raised, viz., how a particular belief or set of bfﬁiefs is to be epistemically.
evaluated.

A éonséquence of this is that coherence, as a candidate for a criterion
of empirical knowledgé, is a criterion which makes nc appeal to empirical
evidence. The coheren&e of a belief system is solely a matter of the internal
relations of the system's' individual beliefs. It depends upon nothing external

to the system. It would appear to follow that empirical beliefs can be
‘adequately justified in-spite of being utterly out of'touch with ;he empirical
world they purport to be about?3 A criterion of émpirical knowledge, it
seems, would at some point demand an appeal to empirical evidence, és an
essential requirement for the evaluation of empirical beliefs. If not, 1
in what sense can one still speak of such a criterion as a criterion for
empirical knowledge? Coherentism, therefore, "if taken seriously, deprives
empirical proﬁésitions of all meaning"/4

Lacﬁing a reference to belief independent evidenc=, ccherentism faces
another difficulty. Namely, that it provides no way by which to identify

. .

one uniquely justified belief system. That is, there can be multiple, incompatible

svstems of belief which are egually coherent, and which therefore are all

equally justified. But this makes nonsense of our notions of justification



and truth, for we are thus unable to discriminate between conflicting sets
of empirical beliefs/? This criticism of coherentism has come to be_known

as the plurality objection, and has been raised by all critics of the theory?6
-

Coherence, as a criterion of empirical knowledge, thus appears to be
confronted with insurmountable difficulties. Can we then return to foundationalism,
with its postulation of basic beliefs? The criticisms of coherentism are
strong, but its alternative is also not without problems, as we have seen.
We thus appear tc encounter an irresolvable dispute; a choice between a
Scylla and a Charybdis, neither of which is inviting. It is at this point
that the phencmenologist becomes suspicious, as the question occurs of whether ’3
the conflict between these two explanatory models of knowledge is not the //’_“J
result of theoretical presuppositions which each party brings to the analysis \\5,,’
of knowledge; whether each has a concept of empirical knowledge which experience
must meet, rather than seeing if'episéemic evaluation, as it occurs iﬁ our
everyday lives, may not reveal a different and actually operative criterion.

The difference between foundationalism and coherentism is rooted in
their respective coqceptions of empirical beliefs, which, in turm, provide
. the two opposing norms of epistemic evaluation. For the foundationalist,
empérical beliefs can be analysed into a class of basic beiiefs which coincide
with immediate sensory éivens, from which other, more complex beliefs cén
be built up and eveluated. Coherentism, failing to recognize this need
for an external, evidential basis of heliefs, fails.as a theory of empirical
knowledge. 3But for the ccherentist, such basic beliefs do not exist. ALL i
expegience involves judgment. Therefore, there can be no coincidence between
what is sensucusly given and the belief about that givgp.' There is & sensory
content in our empirical judgments, but it cannot'be_anélysed out of the
ﬁudgments of which they are a part, for any grasp of such a content always
presupposes implicit judging activity on the part of consciousness. Without

.

this possibility of getting outside beliefs in our awareness of reality,



the criterion of knowledge must be internmal to our beliefs. And "coherence"
presents an obvious choice.‘

Both of these theories make claims about the nature of experience and
its conditzons of intelligibility. And on the basis of this, develop or
justify their criteria. Following Merleau-Ponty, let us turn to experience
to see if either description of it is appropriate. If not, we will have

reason to gquestion the criteria, and possibly be in a position to develop

an altermative.
VIII

Before tu;ning to this, however, I would like to raise one further problem,

not only for these two theories, but for epistemology as such, which has
not béen given sufficient attention?’ The problem can be simply put: epistemology
is impossible because it involves an inherent circularity or unjustified
assumptions?8 Chisholm has recently brought this issue to the fore, but
as the epigraph to this chapter suggests, Plato already had some awareness
of it. Chisholm icdentifies two gquestions which are central to epistemology:

a) What do we know?

b) How are we to decide whether we know? What are the criteria

of knowledge?79

The difficulty arises from the fact that one cannot answer one of these
questions without presupposing an answer to the other. I can only state
what I know if I already have a criterion of knowledge. And I can only
identify a criterion of knowledge if I already have access to instances
of knowledge, from which a criterion can be generalized. In either case,
one is assuming sc?ething which cannot be assumed if the stﬁay of knowledge
is not to beg the question about what we know or how we knowS0 In other

words, if epistemology is to be the science of knowledge, then it cannot
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assume what it claims to establish. And as traditional epistemology has
claimed to be a presuppositionless examination of the conditions of knowledge,

and if the above dilemma cannot be solved, then epistemology would seem

PN

to be 1mp0551b1e.

— .

[T]he theory of knowledge, according to its philosophical claim,
is an enterprise directed at the whole. It is concerned with the
critical justification of the conditions of possible knowledge in
general. It cannot renounce radical, that is unconditional doubt.

~.The methodical meaning of/ its approach would be inverted if it bound
crlthue to conditicons (that is if it allowed presuppositions) that
are thegselves the preconditions of the critique of knowledge without
being subject to it.Bl

This critique'of epistemology was also voiced by Hegel, as he noted
this d;fficulty in Kantian critical philvsophy. The assumption of such
13
a philosophy is that before one exXamines actual cognitions of reality, one
must first understand the nature of cognition as such, i.e., its norms and
1imi#s82 But <he dlfflcultv here is readllv apparent, as Hegel pointed oug.
[T]he examination of’ knowledge can only be carried out by an act’
of knowledge. To examine this-so-called instrument is the same thing
as tc know it. But to seek to know before we know is as absurd 2
the wise resolution of Scholasticus, not to venture into the water
until he had learned to swim.83
All epistemology is, for Hegel, caught in this circle. Without an understanding
- -
of the criterion of knowledge, the science of knowledge cannot take place@4
In examining knowledge, one cannot begin without a norm by which to distinguish
true and false knowledge. t no criterion is justified at the beginning
of one's investigations, since the justification of the criterion is precisely
b .
among one of the results that one hopes to achieve in the study of knowledge.
Consequently, if a criterion is unavailable, epistemology cannot begin§5
The force of this argument should not be underestimated. Jlrgen Habermas
has contended that Hegel's argument is conclusive.
It is directed against the intentions of First Philosophy. For
the circle in which epistemology inevitably ensnares itself is a reminder
that the critique of knowledge does not possess the spontaneity of
an origin. As reflection it is instead dependent on something prior

and gggen, which it takes as its object while simultaneously originating
in it®
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And Chisholm is no less aware of its significance®

"The problem of the criterion" seems to me to be cone of the most
important and one of the most cdifficult of all problems of philosophy.

~~ I am tempted to say that one has not begun to philosophize until one

>~ has faced this problem and has recognized how unappealing, in the
end, each of the possible solutions is.B7

1f epistemology can only be pursued within the context of unexamined
presﬁppositions, then its claims to philosophical priﬁacy must be doubted.
It ing@riably rests upon something else, and the interesting question is _w
what this "something else" is. But of far greater importance are the implications
this has for our understanding of norms as such, which is to say rationality.
The greater part of our philosophical tradition has prided itsélf on the
possipility of a detached reason, of the ability to evaluate epistemic and
moral claims, in accord with rational principles. Bat if norms are always
conditioned, in what way must we alter our notion of reason? Does the recognition

of the situatedness of reason lead to a post-modern nihilism, to the proclamation

that reason, as our final god, is dead? Or should we persist in our search

" for an absolute reason? These guestions are far reaching, and I by no means

will pretend to answer them to any sufficient degree. My more modest concern
is with epistemic ratiorality. And using Merlezu-Ponty, I hope to show
that this DroQ}em of the criterion can be met, which, in turn, will illuminate
the possible dlrectlon in which to find answers to the questions about the
general nature of rationality.
We may ask whether the dilemma raised by Chisholm is not again the conseguence
of theoretical demands on how epistemic justification should function, as
opposed to how it does. Let us therefore heed Husgerl's words of going

back t® the things themselves, that is, to experience.

-
F—
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Chapter Two

Unearthing the Roots

£ ' : ’
The true mystery of the world is the visible, not the invisible.
. : Oscar Wilde, The Picture of Dorian Grav
- .
= I

The discussion of the two competing criteria of epistemic justification,
and of the problem facing episﬁémic criteria in general, has led to an impasse;
an impasée that is rooted in, I suggested, theoretical preconceptions which
distort our actual experience of epistemic evaluation. We saw that éhe .
conflict between foundationalism and csherentism.is based on a fundamental
disagreement over the nature of our awareness of experience. Let us then
turn to that experience, with the aidugf Merleau-Ponty, to see if we might

——

ot be betraving it. Merieau-Ponty, in his major work, the Phencmenology

of Perception, never deals explicitly with questions about criteria of knowledge.

He does, however, criticise two theories of perception, which he terms
-~

sensationalism or empiricism, and intellectualism. And these theories are
parallel to the two conflicting pictures of our grasp of experience, as

outlined in coherentism and foundationalism! Hence by examining Merleau-Ponty's

critique, a solution to the impasse may appear.
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The central thesis of sensatioéélism is that atomistic data—qualities
are the basic constituents of_what_we experience. According to Merleau-Ponty,
this thesis is founded on the constanéy hypothesis, which postulates the
existence of a one to one or homological causal relationship between the
world, as an objective and determinate realipy, and the per;ipient? These
basic constituent sensations are the immediate empirical givens expressed
in the foundationalist's basic beliefs. The sensory content of such beliefs
is grasped independently of all other experiences, and is fully captured
in a basic propesition. But contrary to sensationalism, there is nothing
in our experience which corresponds tc this descri@tiSEf“WPhenOmena do not
preserit themselves as collections -of accidentally related sensa, but rather
as signifiéént forms or gestalt, structured along figure-background relations?
I experience a figure, for examplfe, my bed, against the background of my
room; the latter Beiﬁé intrinsic to the signficance of what I see. My bed
rests upon the floor, against a corner of my single room. Various pieces
of furniture surround it, and a painting overhangs if, and so on. If the
background wére.to alter significantly, such as my room being replaced by
the local library, so too éould the megning of what I see as my bed. Considering -
a more extreme aiterétion, if my room's floor were to all of a sudden fall
away, though my bed remained suspended in m}d air, my understanding of what
I see would undergo an even greater change. In these examples, there is
no homological correspondence between the bed and myself as a percipient,
as is entailed by the constancy hypothesis, because the meaning of the figure
which I experience alters wiﬁh a change in its background, while there occurs
no accompanyihg alteration in the actual one to one relation between the

figure and my perception of. it.

- What this shows, for Merleau-Ponty,.is that phenomenal figures are
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experienced‘as meaningful only insofar as they appear within a total fomm,
with a change in the form changing the meaning of the figure, and vice versa.
In other words, phenomena appear within internal, intentional relationships,
which are sundered if one accepts sensationaiism. The relationships are
internal because the meaning of each part of what I see is tied to the meaning
of the Siher parts and their interconnectigns. These intermal relations,
though, are not the conceptual or propositioﬁal.relations that were a part
of ccherentism, for they are present in experience itself. In addition,
the links ‘are intentional, for the figure-background stfucture only takes
shapé in relation to a subject. One always experiences reality from a vantage
point, and depending on the many possible interests that one-may bring to
experience, specific figﬁres will emerge from an empirical hackground, whereas
other figures will pass into the background. Experience, articulated by
a figure-background structure, contains more than simply atomic qualities.
It is above 211, inherently meaningful. That is, I do not experiencé incoherent
sense-data, an@ then set about ordering them. Instead, I always experience
a meaningful world, with identifiable entities within a wider backgrouné
context, or whai Merleau-Ponty calls a phenomenal field.

Peréeption, analysed in terms of sensations, is reduced to what is immediatgly
and presently given. If this were so, then the figure—backgrouné relationship
would collapse? because the latter implies that in our perceptual experience, .
there are unperceived aspects of both the figure and the background, which
are just as mucg'a part of the meaning of what I see, as those aspects that
I directly experience. For example, the bed I am looking at has sides which
I cannot presently see. This is also the case for everything that surrounds
my bed. Nonetheless, I take the bed, and what surrounds it, to be three
dimensional objécts. Lacking this, which is to say, without their hidden
features, I would not see what I do, as the kinds of things I téﬁe them

to bhe. -This reveals an element of indeterminacy in our experience, as an

——
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intrinsic part of the meaning of what one sees is based on what is hidden

from view. According to Merleau-Ponty, this is not due to some failing

on our part§ It is, on the contrary, a positive phencmenon, for the indeterminacy
is essential to the meaningfulness of our experience, i.e., to the figure-
background relation. .

Sensationalism cannot appeal to asspciation to account for the phenomenal
gestalt, because as long as it holds to the thesis that experience is comprised
of basic, simple data, association can only establish an external relation
between qualities, thus neverqgggounting for the coherence of the phenomenal

.

field. If sensationalism were true, then the world would break up into .
atomistic components. And what we would he leﬁ; with is not our empirical \J/
world with its elements differently related, but a completely different
world®
The pure impressions of the sensationalist are undiscoverable and imperceptible
in actual experience? The apprehension of any quality is bound up with
a whole perceptual context® When we turn to experience itself, -what we
find is 2 domain already pregnant with irreducible meaning? Sensationaiism,
as a description of experience, is therefore false, in that it does not
accord with what we experience. The foundationalist's immediate empirical
.givens thus prove to be a myvth; a mvth generated by theoretical demands
for a foundation of kKnowledge. Such sensory givens are the product of analysis,
ané not something that we actually experience. ) Y
Merleau-Ponty's critique of sensationalism is analogous to the coﬁerentist
critigque of foundationalism, in that he basically shows that there is no
immediate experience. In this claim, Merleau-FPonty sympathiz;s with coherentism,
as he himself says of empiricism, that it i1s "the system least able to give
an inclusive account of experience as it is revealed to us, while on the

other hand reflection [intellectualism] embraces empiricism's subordinate .~

. . . 1 . .
truth and assigns to it 1ts proper place“:o There 1s, nevertheless, an

)
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imoortant difference between the two critiques, because for Merleau-Ponty,
the mediation of our experience occurs at the level of exgerience itself,
i.e., enpirical reality presents itself as an internally relagea field.‘
Whereas for the coherentist, mediation is introduced by-an{fﬁglicit act
ofijudgment, which is an essential condition for the idqujty of empirical

objects. This difference is the basis of Merleau-Ponty's objections to

intellectualism.
I1T

Intellectualism, though seemingly the opposite of sensationalism, suffers
from the same error, viz., the acceptance of the constancy hypothesisl1
This can be seen in the intellectualist analysis of attention. Attention

;

is conceived as an unconditioned gower which is indifferent to the nature
of that which it attends. It reﬁeals the intelligible structure of objects,
which conscicusness has itself brought to those objects. Hence our knowledge
of the world is indirectly a knowledge of consciousness. In this case,
the h&nological relationship %? between the cogétituted object of consciousness
and the structure of consciousnessi? Any indistinctness or  indeterminacy
in the empirical object is a conseguence of efééneous heliefs about the-
attended object, and not somethiné-intrinsic to itl3

But such an understanding of attention, in which the intelligible structure
of reality operates iﬁaggendently of consciousness, for it is an a priori
structure of the latter, makes of attention an ineffective power. Attention
is, on the contrary, a creative agency, in being both a new way in which
consciousness approaches objects, and a new articulation of objects in the
indeterminate reality of the phenoménal £ield!? This process 1is creati;e

because the figure-packground structure is not given to a passive consciousness.

How it forms depends upon the percipient’s interests, as he or she perspectively

-
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confronts a phencmenal field with hidden dimensions. Hence to attend to.
an object is to focus upon an aspect of a part of the field, thus bringing
about a figure-background relation. Intellectualism fails to grasp this
creativity because it uncritically accepts the postulate of an objective
world, as the immanent gnd of knowledgel5 The distortioh this engenders

is notahle in the inteilectualist view of the relation between perception
and judgment. _ -

Judgment is introduced into the explanation of experience as what sensation -
lacks to make perception possible. It is thét which interprets the matter
provided by the senses!® This, however, is contrary to the experienced distinction
between experience and judgment17 The introspective evidence seems to deny
the identification of perceiving and judging, for we appear to be abkle to
perceiye without judging, and judgment has many features which are not shared
by perceptionl8

The opposition of sensation and judgment within perception in turn forces

an appeal to judgment to account for perceptual errori? what is sénsorily given

*

is never itself illusory. It is rather the subsequent judgment on the sensory

content (the act of subsumption) that leads to possible delusive experience,

as a result of mis-identification. Therefore, error is grganded entirely

in the act of judging. But the intelldctualist is faéed with the question

of how, on his or her theory, one can distinguish between veridical and

illusory perceptions?zolf the reply is that the normal percipient judges

only on the basis of adequate signs and coherent material, then the distinguishing
feature of the two kinds of perception is that in one, judgment is motivated

-

by veridical experience, and in the other by illusory experience?1 It thus

follows, however, that contrary to judgment t:fggies of perception, there
- / : ’

is an original differeace between ?eracity ang falsity in experience, prior

to any judging activity. Hence to perceive is not to judge. The sensible, St

|2
as was shown in the critique of senationalism, already possesses an intrinsic



.

meaning, and consequently requires no act d% interpretive judgingz2 As Merleau—Poﬁty
describes it, perception already has a constituted syntax, which makes judgments
about perception poSSibie, but of %hich judgments are only an optional expreésion33

The intellectualist appeal to judgment, to account for perceptual error
and for the meaningfulness of experience, is therefore redundant, because
experience is already meaningful without the addition of judgments, and
hence the distinction between true and false perceptions is equally intrinsic
to experience. This also applies tg the coherentist analysis of perceptual
judgments. By accepting the empiricist account of perception, viz., that
the material content of experience is sense-daég, the coherentist is obliged

/
to introduce judgments to -explain the intelligibility of experience. BRut

this is to answer the problems of one theory by formulating another. Whereas
if one twrns to experience, the whole judgment theory is seen to be superfluous,
because the empiricist analysis of experience is a misdescription of experience.
In showing that experience is inherently meaningful, and that.judgments
are only a possible way of expressing that meaning, Merleau-Ponty makes
common cause with the foundaticonalist, for what he has pointed out is that
if one accepts judgment theories of percepticn, then one loses contact with )
the very thing ogg—;s trving to understand, viz., experience. But Merleau-Ponty
does this without breaking perception down into its supposedly basic, ateomic e,
constituents. There is no need to appeal to iﬁmediate empirical givens
to assure our relaticnship with the worié, for we have such contact, and
what we experience are the complex entities of our everyday world.
For Merleau-Ponty, both sensationalism and intellectualism commit the
same error. They both presuppose that an objective, determinate world confronts
the percipient, with ﬁhe difference between the two being‘that in tﬂe former,
sybjectivity comes to recognize objective truth as given, whereas in the

latter, i; is constituted by subjectivity, in judgingg4 But once the prejudice

of objectivity, which is entailed by the constancy hypothesis, is rejected,



the possibility of ‘2 new kind of reflection is opened up2 A reflection devoid
of theoretical presuppositions, which discloses the phenomenal field of

our primitive contact with the world. The tﬁeoretical demand for objective
determinacy, present in both sensationalism and intellectualism, falsifies
our experience, because there is no such determinacy present in experience.
What we do experience is a méaningful field ordered along a figure-background
structure. This field is multi-faceted, some of the facets of which are

not immediately present in what we see, but they nevertheless are a part

of the meaning of our perception. Experience is therefore indeterminate

and uncertain. For this reason, the phenomenal field canmnot be made directly

and totally explicit. It is this that Merleau-Ponty calls pre-objective

experience. And it is this internally gelated and intentional reality of
pre-objective experience which grounds the world as characterized by objective,
predicative knowledge. The error of sensationalism and iptellectualism'
is to take the criterion of objectivity and impose'i; on pre-cbjective expefience,
when this cannot be done. Sensaticnalism and intellectualism describe what
we ought to see, ané‘ not what we do seeb |

The précise nature of the grounding relationship between pre-objective
experience and objective knowléggg will be left to the next chapter, as

will be a more complete elucidation of this experience itself. For the,

moment, let us jus@' briefly state what all of this implies. For Merleau-Ponty,
the recognitibn of the rootedness of our thought in pre-objective experience
calls for a reform of understanding,'so that phencomena may be accurately

i
grasped37 What the phenomenal field of pre-objective experience reveals -
is a consciousness confronted by indeterminate empirical objects, with
a meaning which is "lived through", and not constituted by subjectivity:
and as indeterminate, a meaning which cannot be assimilated to objective

thoughtg8 According to Merleau-Ponty, it is the primery task of philosophy

to lay bare this experience. "Consclousness must be faced with its own

s
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unreflective life in things and awakened to its own history which it was
forgetting: such is the true part that philosophical reflection has to play"29
‘As such, Merleau-Ponty's phenomenoloéy is a critique of foundationalism's

‘and coherentism's analysis of experience, and consequently én implicit critiqué
of these two theories as criteria of empirical knowledge.

v

The question that must be askgf.is whether the criticisms made b} Merleau-Ponty
hold up; whether one cannot challeﬁge his characterization of the two opposing
théories. The obvious objector is coherentism. Merleau-Pontv's criticque
of intellectualism, that the intellectualist can distinguish between veridical
agd illusory perceptiéns only by appealing to the- sensory content of experience
itself, and thereby rendering judgments redundant, assumes that one refers |
to adequate empirical signs to make this distinction, whereas this is not
the case in the intellectualist tradition of coherentism. The criterion
one resorts to is not perceptual, but is the coherence of the perceptual
judgments with the other judgments of one's belief system. No reference
whatsoever is made to sensation, because the idea of pure, immediate sensory
givens is dismissed as unintelligible. Merleau-Ponty's critique of judgment
theories_of perception only affects those theories that are founded on an
epistemological dualism after the manner of Kant. That is, theories which

held to a concept of two sources of knowledge, such as Kant's sensuous intuition

and a prieri conceptsgoso that any judgment about experience presumes a

conceptual synthesis, which is verified by examining experience, the objects

of which are in turn the result of a parallel conceptual synthesis. |
Traditionally, coherentist's have explicitly rejected any such dualism3l

especially if it came to play a role in the epistemic evaluation of judgments.

But admittedly, the coherentist tradition has had an ambiguous attitude
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' towards the Kantian dualism, arguing that there is no clear way to differentiate
the intuitive content of a judgment from its conceptual~tomponent, while
nevertheless ersisting with the distinction,. leading one to assert, with
Merleau-Ponty, that something "of the émpiricism which it surmounts always
remains in intellectualism - scmething_like a représsed empiricism"32

This tensior, if not outright contradiction, can be seen in the writings
of most coherentists. Bernard Bosanquet, for instance, affirms that the
idea. of being able to grasp sensuous data independently of all judgment
is impossible§3 F[W]hen we come to judgment in the strict sense, the task
of drawing a line between implicit inference and what is not inference at
all becomes an impossible one"34 vet at the same time, he sought to maintain

* the notion of sensuous content as a guarantor of our contact with the world
=and as that which explained the sheer presence of empirical reality.

[TIhe whole o% sense-perception has a peculiar quality in being
present. Artificial though it is, it vet, relatively speaking, contains
an irreducible datum. It is distinguishable from everything which
is not present. It is pervaded by something which we cannot reduce
to inflellectual relation, though if we withdrew from it all that is
relation, the apparent datum would be gore.35

The antagonism here is apparent, and it runs throughout the writings
of this philosophical schooi. Francis Bradley claimed that both sensuous
intuition and judgment are essential to our understanding of experience,\
but that the former is ultimately an irrational surd. As was the case for
Bosanquet, it accounts for the presence of empirical reality, but whether
there really are such judgment independent data, we can never xnows® Brand
Blanshard argued that in practice, we cannot draw a line, in perception,
between what is given and what is thought37 Nevertheless, it does not follow
that there is no such distinction, for without it, the material worlid would
be reduced to‘zhoughtgs But this{%g obviously not the case, and one must
simply accept £ at sensations céﬁhot be grasped in their own nature3®

[Wlhile presumably there is some line between the given and its

extension, we may almost assume that there is not. For any line tha%
we actually draw proves arbitrary and inconstant.40
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The origin of this @ifficulty is rooted in Hegel. The conclusion of

of the dialectic of sense-certainty, in the Phenomenologqy of Spirit, is

that sigularity is unutterable, untrue, and irrationai?!l. in experience,
we do not envisage the universal?Zbut insofar as our experience is intelligible,
then what we grasp are universals. Sensible appearance, as individual,
is evanescent. What is permanent, and therefore intelligible, can only
be grasped by reflection. And what is thus apprehended are universals.
' "[TThe universal is the gronné and foundation, the root and substance of
the individual"43 Individuals are, at best, the foundation for the initial
act of reflec%ion, which in turn, cognizes universality as the ‘individual's
principle of intelligibility?? Devoid of universality, our experience would
‘be an experience of nothing. | . L
The'object in its existence without Thought and Notion is an image
or a name: it is what it is in the determination of thought and Notion.
They alone are of real importance; they are the true object and content
of reason, and whatever is elsewhere meant by object agd content in
opposition to these is valid in them and through them alone.45
This recalls coherentism's account of the conditions of intelligibility
of experience, that was discussed in the last chapter. -The ability to see
in things the erbodiment of universals is the condition for perceiving anything.
"Indeed we may say confidently that there is no stage in experience, not
even pure sensation, if such a2 stage exists, in which universals are not
present"?6 Consistency with this condition requires that the particular
sensuous content of experience, as particular, play no role in epistemic
evaluation. As an irrational surd, it is difficult to see how it could
play such a role, or if it does, then the sensuous content must itself be
conceived as universal, with it functioning as a kind of judgment upon which
a perceptual judgment is formed?’/ A1l awareness, empirical or otherwise,
involves universality, and therefore all awar;ness is cognitive. "Knowledge

is the medium in which our world...exists for us"48 Accordingly, considerations

of truth and falsity occur only at the level of judgments, and not of experience.
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In Hegel's terms, at the level of the Idea%®
A significant consequence follows from this. If an empirical object,

to be identified, must be subsumed under universals, and nothing so far

said by Merleau-Ponty would seem to undermiﬂé this, then can we still speak

of a thing which is independent of its universal properties? Aand if not,

what has‘happened to particularity? According-to coherentism, the qualities
which characterize an object are universal, hence they cannot be used to
individuate an object. To say of a particular that it is a collection of
qualities and something more is to beg the question about what this something
more is. OQur experience seems to be inherently identificatory, and therefore
inferential. Heﬁce the particular would need to be something which cannot

be experienced. But if it cannot be experienced, can we even affi;m that
such a thing existsz The conclusion that we are led to, following:ghe coherentist
account of experience, and what i;E;Hcentral thesis of coherentist objective
idealism, is that there are no particulars, for what characterizes an object,
and all th;t we experience is an object's characteristics, is universal?d

And if experience is inherently inferential and universal, then Merleau-Ponty's
whole descripﬁion of perceptual experience as pre-objective is put into

doubt. : )

If what we intelligibly experience are universals, then our experience
i

is objective, and consequently it makes no sense to speak of a pre—oﬁiectivity
at this level. And if Merleau-Ponty rules cut objectivity in experienée,

then it seems that the very possibility of experiencing identifiable objects

is denied. Can Merleau-Ponty account for the identity of empirical chjects

on the basis of his figure-background analysis? If not, then Merleau-Ponty's
critique of intellectualism oppears to fall, because he does not fully examine
the position, and insofar as he is incapable of answering the previous question,

intellectualism presents a serious challenge to his whole notion of pre-objective

experience. The coherentist conception of experience undermines any theory
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which claims tﬁat what we experience are particulars, and tﬁat particulars
are comﬁ@ehensible. The affirmation that universality is the condition l
for the intelligibilty of our experience seems to have some force. But,

"one may ask, is this not contrary to the experienced distinction between
judgment and perception? Perhaps, but for the coherentist the ultimate
tribunal of truth is coherence, and if an exparience does not fit with the
overall system of beliefs which explain a phenomenon, $O mucp the worse
for the experience. This experienced difference could be nothing more than
a2 psychological curiosity. Indeed, all of Merleau—Pontyfs deécriptions-
of experience could be dismissed as such, whereas the objective, real world
is quite different?l Merleau-Ponty wishes to assert the primacy of perception
in' understanding the meaning and truth of objective, predicative knowledge.
But such, knowledge seems to leave perception behind, and also appears to
impede access to experience, as it is described by Merleau-Ponty. And inasmuch
as this is a feature of all thought, then Merleau-Ponty's phencmenology

cannot disclose a pre-objective world22

The generzl objecticn raised hefe‘is not original, and nor can it ke
dismissed lightly. Merleau-Ponty's claim that his phenomenology attepts
a direct description of experience, as it is, is weakened, if not made impossible,
by the fact that any such description goes bevond experience, understood
as pre—dbjective. The effort to achieve a direct contact with experience,
as was pointed out in the case cf foundaticnalism, is not oaly inconceivable;
but if it were possible, it would render thought impossible. What many
have pointed cut is that Merleau-Ponty's~thesis of the primacy of perception
drowns thought in perceptual immediacy, thus eliminating one of the essential

conditions of thought, viz., a reflective distance between thought and what

[ ]
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is thoﬁght,about§3

The general method'by which one réveals pre-objective experience has
also been criticised. The retwrn to the things theméelves; which involves
a bracketing of all theoretical presuppositions, is deemed to be impossible,
hecause all language contains such presuppositions, hence any description
of experience camnot be theory free?? Furthermore, linguistic description
is inherently objective, i.e., universals are employed in any descriptién.
therefore any attempt to describe pre-cbjective experience rules out the
"disclosure of such experience, given the naéure of descriptions§5

It is also claimed that though Merléaﬁ-Ponty may have succeeded in showing -
how cbjective thought arises from pre—objectivé experience, he gives no
account of the former. We are given a genetic analysis of the origin of
thought, but no such analysis can replace a clarification of thought itself.
To affirm the contrary would be to commit a genetiC'fallacy56 A Descartes,
-for in tance, could accept evervthing Merleau-Ponty asseris about the origin
of thohght, while at the same time maintaining his own;posi§ioﬁ on the grounds
that he is concerned with the nature of thought as such?’ A more developed
version éf this criticism points out that Merleau-Ponty's critique of intellectualist
theories of perception assumes that the latter's thecretical constructions
can be seen as substitutes for perception, as it occurs pre-reflectively?s ‘
This critique, however, is irrelevant, because Merieau-Ponty has failed
fto realize that the purpose of such constructions is to explain the epistemic
evaluation of perceptual reportsf’9 The epistemic appraisal of perceptuzal
knowledge claims is not obliged to reproduce the experience that lies at
the basis of these ciaims®0 In other words, Merleau—?ont;'s phenomenology
collapses the traditional distinction between the "sphere of justification”
and the "sphere of discovery", or between prescription and description.
Concerns with the former need not conéider the latter.. What Merleau-Ponty

does is describe the origins of our knowledge of experience, and then claim .
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that the intellectualist description of experience is false. But what he
' has failed to realize is that the intellectualist is not interested in describing

" experience, but in showing the conditions for the cognitive evaluation of

empirical knowledge. Merleau-Penty's phenomenological descriptions, in
. d

relation to this task, are nothing more tHan the characterization of curious
and perhaps revealing psychological particularities,
A final gquestion that has been asked of Merleau-Ponty's philosophy is

i
what is the epistemic status of his descriptions of pre-objective experience?61

Knowledge has usually been seen as objective. Do Merleau-Ponty's descriptioné

then provide objéggiye knowledge of a pre-cbjective world? This would seém -
dgi,gg impossible. Then do they give us “pfe—objective knowledge"? This

appears to be a contradiction in terms. Is then pre;objective experience

non-cognitive? If so, then how can we be aware of it, given the coherentist

analysis of understanding? And if one accepts that ﬁre—objective eﬁperience

is non-cognitive, then aﬁy description of it, as it is itsg}f, is outside-

the realm of epistemic appraisal. But then, again, Merleau-Ponty's philoscphv

is reduced to interes?ing descriptions of an individual's exﬁeriences;‘ |

As one commentator was led to say, Merleau-Pontv's ideas ére " tter.expfessed

in literature and in painting than in philosophv"®2 .

One must remark that.Merleau-Ponty was aware of these difficulties.

¥

In a discussion, after a presentation to the Societé francaise de philosophie,

vu"ﬂ

commentators raised many‘of the above objections. t was pointed out that
philosophy was born of the difficulties gnd ambiguities of.pérCEption, which
'it has attempted to resolve by disclosing and articulating'ah intelligible
world. To demand that chilosophy return to experience is to destroy phiLOSOphy§3 .
Philosophy would never have begqun had it not goné beyond éxperience@4 It
was also stated that the attempt to descride pre-objective experienée.is
contradictogy@5 In addition, the claim was made that scientific knowledge

has more and more removed its postulates and implications from our everyday

- . . . -
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experience, and to maintain that the latter grounds the former is to misunderstand

the development of science®6
Merleau-Ponty also recognized these difficulties in his own writings§7
He concluded his first major work by taking note of the central question
facing his philosophy. 3
- Can we conceptualize percéptpal'consciousness without el¥mjnating
it as an original mode; can one maintain its specificity withou rendering

inconceivable its relation to intellectual consciousness?68

T . - . . -~
The Phenomenelogy of Perception sought to provide an answer to this question.
[ .

.

I do believe that Merleau-Ponty's philcsophy provides the means by which
to deal with these many objections, and in doing so, indicates an altermative

: . 1
to foundationalism and ccherentism. But before turning to this, I wish

~ -

to briefly consider how other commentators have tried to meet these difficulties.

VI

o

Unfortunately, commentary on Merléau—?onty is almost uniformly lacking
in any thorough examination of the relationship between pre-objective experience
and objective thought. The m&st comcn way of Lreating the many cuestions
about this relatioﬁship is by iénoring themn. One simply repeats Merleau-Ponty's
own ways of expressing the interconnection between these two domains of
awareness. For example, H.L. Dreyfus and S.J. Todes, in replying to an
article which’raises méﬁy of the problemsvcited aboveégmerely reaffirm that
the life-world serves to ground objective thougﬁf, without confronting the
problems involved in such a claim/0

Albert Rabil, Jr., asserts, following Merleau-Porty, that cognitive
categories are derived from ekperience, and savs that this, ﬁowever, leaves
the question as o how te judge whethef an original experience is true or
false, unanswered?!l And he goés on to Etate that this could-not have been
otherwise, because Merleau-Ponty "always maintained that there is n- absolute

H ~——
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sz"\a':'tcﬁence"?2 The fact, though, that Merleau-Ponty rejects absolute evidence is
beside the point when it comes to the issue of whether or not he had an
account of epistemic juspification; an account that his‘phiioSOphy requires
if it is to be more than idiosyncratic description.

Ronald Bruzina, in‘commenting on Merleau-Ponty, simply repeats Merleau-Ponty's
claims that pré-objective experience eludeé the categories of objective-
thought because it is that which precedes and grounés such thought?3 The
question as to how this grounding relation works, or why precisely pre-chjective
experience escapes objeétive thought, is left unanswered.

Laurie Spurling, in answer to the cuestion of how pre-objecti?e experience
is to be comprehended or elucidated, savs that it, although unreflective,
is not thereby unconscious, i.e., it is potentiallv capable of being brought
to light. What Spuri}?g ﬁhen sets out to describe is the founding relationship
that Merleau-Ponty undérstands to exist between pre-objective experience
and ctjective thought, and'which Merleau-Ponty characterizes as.a FFundieruung"

~

relationship?4 But Spurling's discussion.remains unsatisfying, as he fails

-

to deal with the problems facing this _relationship?5 Furthermore, he follows

§

thif discussion ‘with the claim that Merieau-Ponty does not explicitly concern
him;elf with criteria of adequacy for confirming what he de§cribes phenoméhologically,
because philosophy creates truth by revealing a connection between things
which were not seen before!® Yet from the fact that Merleau-Ponty did not
exﬁlicitly concern himself with such criteria, it does not follow that this
issue is irrelevant to his thought. Again, to ignore this gquestion is to .
render Merleau-Ponty's thought philosophicaliy insignificant.
Samuel Mallin's work on Merleau-Ponty's philosophy also, to a large
extent,-only reasserts Merleau-Ponty's original claims that cognition is
parasitic on perceptiqnﬂ sublimating the latter in its own internal principles?7

No explicit attempt is made to go beyvond Merleau-Ponty's own formulations

in accounting.for how this relationship functions, and how the many difficulties

4]
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involved can be met.

- -

The more poetic answers to the problems raised note. that the task of
phenomenology is not to describe pre—objgctive experience with objective
language, but rather, citing an expressioﬁ gf Merleau-Ponty's, to "sing
the world"?® But such solutions are hardly ppilosophically satisfying, and
they appear to be contrary to Merleau-?onty'g\bwn intentions.

A recent article by Joseph Rouse, on what he calls Merleau-Ponty's existential

-
conception of science, makes somgfgatezestihg points, but, in the end, he
fails to adequately explain the leationship between pre-objective experience
and objecti%e, scientific knowlédge. Rouse draws a&n analogv between the
meaning of scientific theories and the meaning of pre-objective experiénce.
He himself concentrates on the phenomenon of speech in his exposition, but
I believe we can pass over this part of his argumént, for wha£ he wishes-
to spdw is thaf the figure-background structure is preseflt in the meaning
of scientific theories, as well as at the level of experience!S A part of
the backgreund of any figure, which has vet to be mentioned and discussed,
is time. When applied to scientific theories, this includes the history
of the theories, i.e., their development, discovery, invenE}on, etc80 severed
from this histerical context, as with any figure removed from its temporal
‘background, theories are abstract and improperly understood. The objectivity
of scientific theories, like that of‘khe perceptual object; is rooted in
2 pre-objective background; in the case of theories, a pre-objective scieqtific
context. The background of scientific theories is pre¥objective because
it can never be fuily apprehended, and yet it is nevertheless a part of
the meaning of a theory. .

Merleau-Ponty might not have quarreled with Rouse’s description of science,
but as to helping us understand how science is grounded in pre-objective

experience, his argument fails. Rouse has interpreted pre-objective grounding

as something that can be provided for every particular kind of objectivity,
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such that scientific theories have their own pre-objective scientific ground.
Merleau-Fonty, however, makes a stronger claim. His central thesis is that

all objective knowledge is rooted in the pre-objectivity of perception.

-

Ropse Peduces the primacy of perception to something of marginal interest.
Indeed, the thesis would become false, as each kind of knowledge would have
its own context, which could be characterized as pre-objective, in Rouse's
sense. )

So ends our brief discussion of commentary on Merleau-Ponty; a briefness -
not entirely of my éhoosing, as most examinations of Merleau-Ponty ignofe
the probleﬁ of the relationship between pre-objective experience and cﬂ?ective
knowledge, and the epistemological issues connected with this problem.
We may-conclude this chapter with a reference to one final essay, written
by Thomas Munson. Munson's paper suffers from many of the same weaknesses

discussed above. But he does end his article with an observation which -

is, in part, to the point. Merleau-Ponty's answer to the problems he confronts

- 1s of the "proof-of-the-pudding-is-in-the-eating” tvpe, in that in approaching

experience and knowledge as he does, one must keegLFn mind the following
guestion: Does Merleau-Ponty's phenomenology increase our understanding
of these two kinds of awareness?®l In the next chapter, we will begin to

i
answer this question.



Chapter Three

The Indeterminate Foundations of Knowledge

...we can know more than we can tell and we can tell nothing without
relving on our awareness of things we mav not be able to tell.

Michael Polanvi, Personal knowledge

John Wild characterizeq the relationship between the life-world and
the world of objective knowledge, the latter being paradigmatically embodied
in scientific kxnowledge, as a war of worlds! Melodramatic value aside,
such a characterization does little to clarify the relation of the two worlds,
and it suggests an anti-scientific attitude which is foreign to the writings
of both Husserl and Merleau-Ponty. As we saw in the opening chapter, neither
Husserl nor Merleau-Ponty rejects science. What is being challenged is
rather an interpfetation of science which masks the origin of science's
meaning and tts evidential roots. But beyond Husserl's initial claims that
the life-world is the meaning ground of science.and the ultimate source
of its evidence, the nature of the connection between these two spheres
remains unclear.

How is it that objective, scientific knowledge has a pre-objective ground?
One of the minimzl standards éor'a theorv's being scientific is that no
"perscnzal® human element influence its content? This is a,pasic and gssential
condition for the objectivity and universality of science. Pre-objective

experience, however, is not subject independent. On the contrary, we have
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described it as necessarily related to an intentiénal subjectivity. To

affirm that this experience grounds the sciencés would thus appear to violate
this criterion. Then how is science founded? Consider the law of gravitation,’
F=Gmm!/r?, which states that force equals the gravitational constant times |

the mass of the first object times the mass of the second object, all divided

by the distance of separation between the two objects squared. In what

way is this law related to transitory, subject relative, pre-objective experience?
How is the law verified by such experience? As long as such gquestions remain
unanswered, life-world phencomenclogy is left vague.

Furthermore, the idea of pre-obdéétive experience itself is ﬁot without
difficul&ies. -And we have raised questions about how descriptions of such
experience are to be epistemically‘evaluated, if they indeed can be. Traditionally,
it has been argued that a necessary conditioﬁabf xnowledge is the objectifity
‘Of belief. When I make a truth claim, i state that sﬁmethingjggggg for
something, i.e., a determinate quality is asserted of something. For instance,
the statement, "Human beings aré rational animalg", makes an objective assertion
about human beings. It is true or false independently of any relationship
to the subject uttering the expression. As objective, the statement's truth.
value is universal and tiﬁeless. For any "human being", whenever or wherever
he or she exists, it is the case the he or she is rational. The objective,
proposiﬁional content of expfessions in turn accounts for the public ﬁature
of judgments. It explains the many possibilities of how different persons
are able to affirm the same statement:; how the same person can assert the
same statement at different times; how one person may have different psychological
or propositional attitudes towards what is asserted by the same statemént,
such as at one time believing it, and at another time, being sceptical towards
it. The postulation of the inherent objectivity of propositions is deemed

to be necessary to demonstrate how these many possibilities can be understood.

Associated with this notion of objectivity is that of determinate meaning,
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for if the significance of a proposition altered with the context in which
it was uttered, or with the different subject‘é who uttered it, then truth
would be impossible. Therefore, the demand for objectivity' in knowledge

is equally a demand for determinate knowledge. The absence of one feature
.iﬁplies the nonoccurrence of the other, and hence the absence of knowledge.
The idea of a non-objectivé or indeterminate knowledge is a contradiction
in terms. And consequently, s0 is a phenomenology which seeks to describé,
and provide us with knowledge of, a pre-objective, indeterminate experience,
as it is experienced. "[Plhilosophy moves essentially in the element of

universality"? and to attempt otherwise, is to destroy philosophy.

II

Yo |

What I aim to accomplish in this chapter is the following. First, I
will develop an internal critique of the traditional conception of knowledge
that was just outl&ned, in an effort to show that objective, empirical knowledge
must be evidentially grounded in an indetermin;te experience, as the latter
is described by Merleau-Ponty. Taking scientific knowledge as representative,
I will demonstrate that the truth and meaningfulness of scientific statements
depends on an inherently indeterminate, pre-objective ekperience. I designate
my critigue an internal one bhecause I will examine scientific knowledge
in its own terms, revealing its incompleteness relative to ité own c¢riteria.
Having accomplished this, we will be able to see how pre-objective experience
grounds cobjective knowledge, and subsequently be capable of dealing with
the major criticisms that have been made against this thesis. Concluding
this will be a brief account of what Merleau-Ponty means by pre-objective
experience. We will thus be in a position to elucidate, in the following
chapter, a theory of epistemic justification for the descriptions of a non-

Husserlian pﬁenomenologY-
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Let us begin by considering a classical model of scientific knowledge,
viz., tbat of Carl Hempel. What distinguishes the empirical, natural sciences
ffom the non-empirical sciences is that the theories and laws of the former
are open to empirical verification. |

-

The former seek to exploré, to describe, to explain, and to predict
the occurrences in the world we live in. Their statements, therefore,
mist be checked against the facts of our experience, and they are
acceptable only if they are properly supported by empirical evidence?

Empirical verification or testability is one of the two basic criteria for
a scientific explanation? Tt is recognizéd that theories and hypotheses
are often expressed in terms that do not occur in the descriptions of the
empirical findings upon which they rest, and which they serve to explain@
But this gap is overcome by means of bridge principles which connect the
theoretical and empirical domains, and thus permit the verification of theoretical
1aws? Without such principles, a theory would not have any explanatory
powér, for it would have no empirical import. That is to say, it could
not serve as a scientific theory.

What is important in this model is that the empirical verification of
a theory is itself objectived i.e., it is the objectiye features of experience
that confirm or disconfirm a scientific hypoﬁhesis. The law of gravitation,
for instance, is not verified by my dropping a stone to the grouhd. The
verification requires a controlled empirical test, which takes into account
multiple variable factors that may influence the experiment, and it concentrates
on those characteristics of experience which can corroborate or falsify
the quantitative relations said to hold between the elements.of the law.
This raises serious questions with regard to the phenomenoclogist's claims
about the primacy of the life-world.  There is nothing in the verifiying

experience of science resembling Husserl's pre-predicative or Merleau-Ponty's

pre-objective experience. Neither of these two descriptions characterize



empirical reality, as an object of scientific inquiry. As Michael Oakeshott has
pointed out, science begins only when observation, cdnceived in terms of
personal perceptions and sensations, has been left behind.
The world of scientific experience is...created by a transformation
of our familiar world; in science there is no attempt to elucidate
the character of this world of perception in which we live, what is
attempted is the elucidation of a world of absolutely stable experience...
Scientific experience is based upen a rejection of merely human testimony:
its masterconception is stabilitv.10
And this stability is attained by examining experience under the rubric
of quantitative relations.
The gualitative features of experience that Husserl and Herleau-Ponty
seek to describe are’/superseded in science's desire for objective verification.
One. cannot therefore assert that pre-objective experience is the evidential
ground of scientific knowledge because the latter reguires empirical confirmation
to e justified. That séientific knowledge claims must be empirically justified
15 acknowledged, but the-experience which accomplishes this is not the
pre~objective experience of the life-world. Husserl should have been attentive
to this, inasmuch as he tried to explain the evidential role of the life;wdrld
by'saying that it is in this world that one perceives the many instruments
of measurement that are employed in the testing of hypothesesll But the
fact that the actual instruments used in experiments are observed in their
gualitative features is irrelevant to the testing of a hypothesis, for what
the scientist is interested in are not the instruments as such, but the
quantitative measurements that the instruments record{ Hence, from the
fact that scientific theories require empirical verification, it does not
follow that the experience that is appealed to is the phenomenoclogist's
preéobjective experience.
For the empirical testability of scientific theories to be objective,
experience must be viewed in a particular manner. Empiricaldreality itgelf

must have objective, determinate characteristics, which can serve as the

objective empirical evidence for a theory. This objectivity is usually

-t



understood in quantitative terms, but the particular nature of empirical
Sbjectivity will not be of concern to us. Instead, I wish to examine whether
or not what we experience can be conceived as objective.

In the opening section of this chapter, we saw that the idea of objectivity
is connected with a family of related notions: swﬁject independence, universality,
timelessness, and determinacy of meaning. All are, it is claimed, essential
aspects of intelligibilitf, which itself is comprehended as conceptual apprehension.
The intelligikility of empirical realitv is no exception. The coherentist
analysis of experience thus reappears. 7To experience a thing is always
to experience it as something. And what classifies the perceived thing
is a universél. This classification is necessary to the identity of an
empirical object. To experience a thing that was not any kind of thing,
would be to experience nothing. We have already examined the many elements
of this theory, hence /kere is no need to repeat curselves. énd we have
also seen its conseguences, which I now wish to study more closely.

If the identifiéation of empirical entities demands a subsumpticn of
sensory materia; under a universal or set of universals, then there can
be no particularity, for "what gives apparent particularity fo any character

or camplex 1Is itself always universal"l? It is of no benefit here to distinguish

between universalia in rebus and universalia ante rem, asserting that the

former avoids this difficulty, because the question that has been posed
is how the original particular, which serves aé the basis for the abstraction
of a universal in the first conception of universality, is icdentified if
not by means of a subsumption.
The affirmation, however, that all that we experience are universals
is strikingly counter-intuitive, since prima facie, we do appear to experience
partieular obiects. Is there not some alternative to viewing a particular
as a congeries of univeérsals, which in the end dissolves the particular

into its properties? The foregoing theory has been termed the bundle or
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cluster theo;y of particularity, as a particular is seen as nothing more
than a cluster of universal characteristicsl3 The prOposedlalternative to
this view, which seeks to explain the apparent existence of individual entities,
is the theory of bare particularity, the inheritor of the Aristotelian concept
of substance. A bare particular is that in which properties inhere, or
that to which they peréain. Yet its being is not exhausted By its possible
features, and it is that which confers individuality on the cluster cf properties
which characterize a thingl? The difficulty witﬁ this idea is the rather
odd nature of the bare paré&cularm It is a kind of being devoid of any
characteristics. As such, it can neither be experienced nor conceived.
Which is to say that it has no criterion of identity, and for this reason,
many have thought it to be a rather dubious kind of thinglS
The distinction between attributes and things is not a distinction
tween attributes on the one hand and some occult and featureless
substratum or, the other; it is a difference between characters taken
severally and the same characters grouped together for special causes

or ends. That the plain man supposes there is more to thinghood than

this is no doubt true, but the substance he does believe in dissolves
on analysis.16

Attempts have been ﬁade to.defend the conccpt of bare particuiarity,
by arguing that such things can be knownl? Following Russell, a distinction

is made between two kinds of knowing: lknowledge by acquaintance and knowledge

' by recognition!® The second is a xnowledge of characteristics, and by means

of such cogniticn, one cannot know individualsi® But individuals can be

Known throuéh a non-descriptive knowledgego Admittedly, this is a knowledge

of the %Beffablegl Nevertheless,‘one is thus able to grasp individuals
ostensively, through the use of demonstratives?? However, we have already

seen that it is difficult to understand this kind of éognition as knowledge,
and that insomuch as demonstratives do designate anything, they have universal
or descriptive content. That is, they are not wanting in qualities, even

if itfﬁe the simple contrast between demonstrative expressions. If there

were no such contrast, then z demonstrative could not pick out a particular.



Hence demonstratives dé have a universal significance, and we thus return
to the point from which we began, viz., that we do not ex@erience particulars.
Q?‘ This is tied to an added diffieulty. If what has been argued above -
is qorrecf, then empirical knowledge is a knowledge of universals. But
universality is a necessary characteristic of laws, according to Hempe123
Aee we then to incuire in;o what empirically verifies empirical knowledge?
. The prospec;/is an infinite regress, for we appear to be caught in a web
of universal statements which cannot be empirically verified, for insofar
as our access to empirical reality is inferential, then that reality can
only be kgewn through further universal statemente. Yet it was the model
of scientific knowledge, with which we began, that demanded. this concept
of experience, and subsequently led to this conundrum. The very requirements
of scientific explanation make one of the criteria of such explanation, *
viz:, testability, unattainable. Ccherentism led to a similar consequence:
a theory of epistemic evaluation for empirical knowledge is outlined which
has no reference to the empirical world. We are thus faced with two conclusions
whiEh follow.from the understanding of experience demanded by the verification .
i
of scientific theories and laws: particulars cannot be experienced, and
science is not empirically verifiable. There is no doubt some discomfort

with both of these censequences, and therefore reasons for questioning the

.path of the argument hitherto presented.

’;.‘
The phenomenoclogist raises the euSpicion that the above conclusions
are the result of a theoretical conception of intelligibility which is forced
upon experience, rather than being a consequence of a thorough investigation
of experience itself. It is to the latter that we will now twrn, approaching

experience unencumbered with preconceptions about the nature of empirical



meaning. The aim will be to be faithful to experience, in the hope of discovering

some of its inherent features. Two things appear to be immediately obvious:

that experience is intelligible or meaningful, and that we experienée particulars.

I presently see 2 pen in mv hand, writing on a particular piece of paper,

that rests on an individual table. The contention that all such experiences

presuppose an inference from, or subsumption of, that which is given to

the senses, and that ultimately what one experiences are universals, appears

to be coﬁtrary_to our experience. But this cannot be simply asserted.

If it is the case that wehgxperience particulars, then we must be able to

give an aCcounéAof how empirical cbjects are identified, without reducing

that identity to subéumption. =
When I look arcund me, I behold a multiplicity of objects, each related,

in one way or other, to all the other objects within my percéptual grasp.

When I focus upon one such objecﬁ,\the others fade %rom my immediate attention,

and form a background context for the thing that I am attending. While

I concentrate upon my lamp, I am aware of the fact that i£ is resting on

my desk, that directly behind it stands a wall with a portrait, that various

papers and pens lie at its base, that a bookshelf stands immediately to

the left of it, and so on. In additicon, the lamp only presents one aspect

of itself to me, for I do not perceive all of its sides in one perceptipn.

Nevertheless, I take the lamp to be a three dimensional figure, and fﬁlly

expect that if I were to turn it, I would discover other facets of the lamp

which would be contigucus with the origiﬁal aspect that I saw. I also experience

what I see, and its background with a temporal dimension. I have recollections

of what I saw a moment ago, and expect that I will perceive certain things

in @he immediate future. I see my lamp as something with a past, something

that has persisted through time, and as something that will continue to

exist into the future, for some number of years. The same durability applies

to the various features of the background of the lamp. There is, therefore,
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both an external background and an intermal éepth to an empirical object,-
which, though I do not directly perceive thEm, are nconetheless a part of
my experience. = :

These two dimensions of an experience may Le referred to as, following
Hus;erl; the extérnal.and internal horizons of an empirical entity. This
horizonality, as we saw in Merleau-Ponty's description of experience, is
not something extraneous to the objects of my experience. On the contrary,
it appears to be essential to the meaningfulness of a thing. If the table
upon which my lamp rests were to suddenly disappear, or if I were tc discover

that it was incapable of supporting objects such as lamps, and if my lamp

- continued to he suspéﬁded at its rresent height, then.T would have reason

to doubt that what I was seeing was a lamp. In like manrer, if, as I turned

the p, I failed to discern.any sides or back, i.e., if my lamp proved

At

-

to be a two dimensional object, then again, I would have cause to guestion

whether what was before me wes properly identified as 2 lamp. Parallel

-

considerations hold for the external ‘and internal temporal horizons of the
lamp. In all of these cases, the horizons of the object play an essential

roie in the significance of 'the particular thing. Without them, the objects
3 S

of experience would lack any coherent identity.

. It is to be noted that this horizonalityv is hot a finite set of determinate

properties or characteristics that can be fully elucidated by the percipient,
because it encompasses the entire background against which an object appears.
The external and internal hprizons of an object are potentially infinite.

"[I]t is of the nature of the real to compress into each of its instants

an infinity of relations"#%vith that which appears to us varving with our

spatial location, our.direction of attention, olr interests and purposes,

-

and with the background itself. This infinitide of an object's horizon; ¢
s

and its varlablltv, renders it 1mp0551ole that the horizon be grasoed 1n

* Il

a 51ngle conscious apprehen51on, thus making the meaning of the paf‘i&ﬁéﬂn
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object and its horizon fundamentally equi;ocal. This is not to say that a
part of the horizon of an entity may not, in turn, becom; an object of my
scrutiny. :But this shift in attentionhwould only generate a new figure-background
relationship, with a2 new horizon emerging around the object of present concerm.
Furthermore, and tied to the infinituée of 'the horizon, are the horizon's
hidden aspects, the non-visible dimensions of a.figure and its background,
. which though non-visible, are also a part of the meaning of what we see.
This visually absent, though meaningfully present, constituent of experience
adds-ancther element of indeterminacy to empirical reality. This is not
due to us, as percipients. It is rather anrinherent feature of what we
experience.

The meaning of an.empirfcal 6bject is therefore intrinsically indetermingte.
To attend to an object is to bring it forth from an indeterhinate horizon,

: -

i.e., insofar™as I concentrate on one figure or single facgt of a figure,
other figqures or other facets, or other parts of the external and intermal
horizon of an object, aré‘coﬁcealed. ;Evéry perception is the perception
- of something solely by way of being at the same time the relative imperception
q; a horizon or background which it implies but does not themaézze"gs Experience
involves both that which is given, i.e., the immediate apnearance presented
to a subject, and the tranngndeht, which is the non-immediately given horizons
of an entity. This transcendence into the porizonality of embirical objects
is never exhaustive or final, éiven the horiéon's infinitude and equivocalily.
Hence an empirical ogject alwa¥§'remains'indefinite or indgterminate, but.
nevertheless constant. The indefiniteness, as well as the constancy, is
genefal, in the sense that the unperceived aspects of an object's horizon
are never precisely dezérmined by those that are perceived. And vet the
ipdeterminacy is not total, for one has usually somq’idea of what to expect

with the further exploration of an object. “In the case of my lamp, I know,

,if what I do‘see is a lamp, that it must have 2 backside, that it must be
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coIeured, etc., and tlmﬂ:‘theee aspects are in some way contiguous with what

I presen-ly see of the object. But the backside need not be of the same

c61ou; as the side *hich is facing me, and the backside itself can take

many forms. Husserl believed that this determinate generality is structured

by an a pribri typology of spatial temporal objects. That is, that what

we experience has invasiable structures, which it is the task of phenomenology,

as a science, to reveal?® On the basis of the preceding description of experience,
however, there are no grounds upon which to make such a claim. Indeed,

as hitherto .described, experience would seem to rule out the possibility

" of such an a priori order, as Merleau-Ponty pointed out. »[Plerceived things...

are open, inexhaustible systems which we recognize through a certain stvle (emphasis
mine) of development, although we are never able, in‘principle, to explore them
entirely, and even though they never give us more than profiles;end perspeétival
views of themselves"Z7 wWe will come to see more clearly what s involved
in this notion of "stvle", but the basic idea is that the constancy of an
object is not determined by a universal, a priori schema. It is, igstead,
something limited apd circumscribed by an object's own particular horizon.

And it is in virtue of the constancy provided by an object's horizon,
that individual empirical entities are identified. This is not- the identity
arrived at by means of the subsumption of a given under a uﬁiversal, because
empirical objects are not identified by isolating a finite set of features
which characterize a thing, or capture its essence. The identity of a particular
thing involves a relation to other things, i.e., identity involves difference.
Contrary to Hegel, though, this is a difference which cannot be sublated
in a final identity, because each aspect of what is presented contains an
infinity of relations. To reduce identity strictly to subsumption is to
emasculate eméirical reality, by transforming it into a set of determinate

characteristics. We however, as experiencing subjects, can never fully

cognize the cobjects of our experience, because of the essential horizonality
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of all experience. Tt is the analysis of identity as subsumption which
cannot explain the identity of empirical obj;cts, for its concept of identity
eliminates empirical objects. In éther words, the identity of individual
empirical entities is explained by demonstrating that individual empirical
entities cannot be identified, and therefore the problem dissolves. But

we have now seen that this account of identity is unnecessary, in‘that it
brings to experience & notion of intelligibility which is foreign to experience,
and which is not required to explain how particdlar.empirical cbjects are
identified.

' L J
Our description of experience has shown that the empirical world is '

- c
inherently meaningful, that experience is identificatory without the subsumption

of particular empirical givens under universals. The two initial conclusions
about experience have therefore proven to be premature, for we do experience

particulars and science is consequently empirically verifiable. However,

the experience which serves as the evidential basis for scientific thpories

and laws is quite differently conceived from that which has the same fuxgtion
in the Hempelian model of scientific explanation. For the latter, experienc

is objective, with all the accompanying notions that this concept implies.

But the consequence of such an understanding of'exper}g. is the'impossibility
o r
of verifying scientific knowledge. L PGE\\\\\\‘E___

If experience is what verifies scientific knowledge claims, and if that
experience is indeterminate, then deteérminate scientific knowledge rests
upon indeterminate experience. Which is to say that the objectivity.of
science, and of empirical Knowledge in general,‘presupposes the indeterminacy,
and hence non-objectivity, of experience, as its evidential ground. Science
is- able to aéquire determinate knowledge, but only by concentrating upcn
a finite set of features of the indeterminate horizon of experiéncea Yet
insofar as it ultimately purports to describe and explain an empirical world

popﬁlated with partidﬁlars, then it is always dependenz upon non-objective,

-z,
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indeterminate experience for_its evidence.

This applies equally to the meaning of the concepts employed in science.

The theoretical entities to which these concepts reéér are not directly
observable. One mav go further and state that reality, as described by
objective knowledge, is not observeble at all. And as we appeal to indeterminate
experience to verif; such xnowledge, so too is the meaningfulness of this
knowledge rooted in the same experience. The feeling of warmth and coldness

is the basis for my understanding of every quantitative measurement of these
two qualitiés. Without this experience, a thermometer reading, for example,
would have little significance. If one defines colour (citing the Oxford
dictionary) as the effectron the human eve of light-vibrations of-a particular
number and character which are reflected by the molecular constitution of

the surface of a body, the definition will be almost meaningless if one

has not experienced colours. Before I.caniset about defining klue in this
manner, ancé if I am to know what I am speéaking of, I must have experienced
blue. The same applies to all objective descriptions of empirical phenomena.
This 1s not to argue for a positivistic theory of meaning, because the meaning
of objective knowledge is not reducible, without remeinder, to experience.
There is a conceptual meaning. But this is of a highly abstract nature,

and by itself, it is not what we understand by an objective knowledge claim
about our experience. We do not, for instance, comprehend the above definition
of colour strictly in its own terms. Implicitly presupposed in our comprehension
is the experience of colour.

What is thus established is a connection between pre-objective experience
and objective knowledge; a2 necessary connection, inasmuch as empirical objective
knowledge is verifiable and meaningful. The affirmations made about the
primacy of perception, as argued by phenomenologists, are now clearer, and
the outlines of a theory of empirical knowledge, in contrast to foundationalism

and coherentism, begin to take shape.
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The appeal to Merleau-Ponty's phencmenclogy was motivated by the hope
that his philosophy would aid us in circumavigating the opposition between
foundationalist and coherentist~accounts of the experience that serves as
the evidence for empirical knowledge; We saw early on that the foundationalist's
immediate empirical giyens were nowhere to be found in experience. But
Merleau-Ponty's original critique of intellectualisﬁ or judgment théories
of perception applied onlv to those theories which accepted a Kaﬁtian epistemologicél

. 4

dualism. This left untouched the coherentist analysis of perception whiéh,
in turn, posed a challenge to the idea of pre-objective experience. A conseguence
of coherentism, however, was that empirical beliefs lose touch with empirical
reality. And this was the case with any analysis of empirical knowledge
in which it is argued that knowledge is verified,pv objective experience.:
We have now seen that a necessary condition for the verification and meaningfulness
of objective empirical éﬁowledge is its grounding in pre—objectivé ;xperience.
Both foundationalism and coherentism » as self-sufficient explanations of
empirical knowledge, and as accounts of the type of experience which verifies
thét knowledge, are abstractions. By turning to experience itself,lwe have
coﬁe to recognize that it is comprised of particulars, without for that
reascn being a collection of sensucus data, and that it has an intrinsic )
intelligibilitv which is independent of conceptual universality. 'The nature
of the meaning of empirical reality is a combination of the two extreme
positions. .

Though experience is meaningful without concéptual subsumption, what
I see as possessing an intermal horizon, I see as a particular kind of thing.
The objéct before me appears as a lamp. This object is not first given

to me as a collection of data which I then order under the concept “lamp'.

‘Instead, it is given to me, in experience, as a lamp. The reason for this
. *

. - ) - -
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is that the external background horizon of the object renders it that I
see a lamp. The external horizon of any object of experience is an ordered,
intermally related contekt which gives meaning to any of its particular
parts. And as was remarked, this is not‘the coherentist's internally related
beliefs, but the relationship between the various parts of the phenomenal
fiéld. in addition to the spatial dimension of an object's horizon, to
which the most attention has been given, there is algo a temporal dimension,
which gives an empiridal object a history. Aand not only an individual history,
bu; algo a culturalfsocial one. All the objects of my experience have the
meaning they do given a very specific cultural context. And cultural traditions
introduce language and other social institutions into an entity's background.
Every one of. these factors plays a role in how we experience something.
This may sound exaggerated, but I believe that if one gives some thought
to our experience, one begins to realize how complex a process it is, in
that a multitude, if not an infinity, of factors contribute to the si-mificance
of any single empirical object.

These many horizonal aspects of an object, which play 2 role in specifying
the object's identity, are beyond the grasp of the percipient, in the éense

that they are not irmediately present in a single perception, and they are

not something over which the individual subject has control. The figure-background

relationship of experience is subject relative, but it is not something
the subject cﬁooses to create. The percipient can select what part of the
phenomenal field he or she wisﬁes to attend (though this is also limited
by the horizonality of our experience, because the horizon presents to us,
at any one time, only a finite number of possible objects of perception).
But the given horizon itself cannbt be chosen, for it is the percipient’s

reality. ‘In Merleau-Ponty's words, because "we are in the world, we are

condemned to meaning”28 as a result, the world, as meaningful, is a given,

and not the product of our cognitive activity. Long before a subject makes
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.an explicit judgment, the world already has meaning.

At the level of experience, there is a unity of "sensuous content" and
)
"intellectual form". Indeed, these expressions are inappropriate to characterize

our experience, for at this level, no such distinction can be made. There

is an element of universality in experience, in that what we experience

is always kinds of things. But the universality in this case is not something
distinct from the singularity of the empirical cobjects. One ma?hgubsequently
abstract from the singular entities of experience, though within'experience
itself, there is a unity of universality and particularity, i.e., a concrete
univeréality, in the sense that the meaning of an empirical entity has a
generality of significance relative to the particular entity's horizon.
[Wle cannot apply the classical distinction of form and matter

to perception, nor can we conceive the perceiving subject as a consciousness

which "interprets®, "deciphers", or "orders" a sensible matter according

to an ideal law which it possesses. Matter is "pregnant” with its

form, which is to say that in the final analysis everv perception

takes place within a certain horizon and ultimately in the "world".29

The whole idea of perceptual subsumption, which is implied by the dualistic

theories of empirical knowledge, is somewhat obscure. In coherentism, the
notion of ﬁhe empirical given is maintained to explain the "presence" of
the empirical world. It also serves as 2 kind of gremise for the implicit
inference that is involved in experience. The coherentist's givens, however,
are just as obscure as the foundationalist;s. And the question that occurs,
fo; the ccherentist, is why one is obliged to infer from the given, one
thing; as opposed to another? This is left unanswered. If what is given
is devoid of quaiities, then it is difficult to see how one can claim that
such a thing exists, and, more iﬁportantly, the implicit inference in experience
becomes incomprehensible, thus undermining the belief that experiernce is -
judgmental. Whereas if sensory content does have characteristics, then
how one judges depends upon the initial experience of this content. But

then Merleau-Pontv's critique of intellectualism holds, for what is expe;ienqu

is already meaningful, and therefore the added implicit judgment is Fedundant.

-
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The conclusion of all this is that we do not experience anything as something.

Rather, we simply experience kinds of things. One may describe something
that one sees as something, but in experience itself, there is no such distinction.
\

Kantjwas correct in 'stating that thoughts without content are empty, and

thaélintuitions without concepts are b1ind30 sut in analysing experience

-

as a unityv of opposing notions, experience becomes unintelligible, for it

either ceases to be experience, as with coherentism, or it is reduced to
meaninglesﬁness, as is the case with foundationalism. The problem with
both of these schools is that they first theoretically divide empirical
givens and intellectual cognition, and then attempt to discern how they
relate to one énother, not realizing that once such a conceptual distinction

*
is made, it is very difficult, if not impossible, to explain how thev interact.

VI

Given what has been established about the nature of pre-objective experience
and its relation to objective knowledge, we can begin to deal with some
of the gquestions and objections that were previdusly raised. :In the second
chépter, one basic criticism was made of the thesis affirming the primacy of
pre-objective experienge. It.is asked how phenomenology can aim‘éo express
this experience, as it is lived, when it is an intrinsic feature of £Hought
to objectify? That is, any linguistic description of pre-objective experience,
as the product of‘rgflective thought, invariably distorts that experience. ’
The central point is that there is a fundamental contradigtion in the attempt
to capture reflectively, and thus objectively, any experience which is pre-objective.
In coming to grips with this difficulty, we must further deepen our understanding
of the foundational relationship so far elucidated, by analyzing Merleau-Ponty's

own interpretation of the Husserlian concept of Fundieruuna, which .

was mentioned in passing.
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According to Merleau-Ponty, the relation of pre-objective experieisg
to objective thought is as follows. Pre-chjective experience is prim;ryl
in the sense‘£hat objective thought is a predicative explication or determinate
expression of that experience, which subsequently prevents'the experience
from re-absorbing the predicatiwve thought31 Three claims are made here.
First, that pre-objective experience is the source of meaning of cbjective
thought. Second, it is also pointed cut that objective thought is the predicative
expressioﬁ of the significance of pre-cbjestive experience. This refers
,'/;gﬁyhenomenological descriptions which seek to-capture the fundamental eéxperience,
' as %ell as to scientific knowledge, which only very indirectly describes
DreJEBFegFive experience, and then only in an abstract fashion. The difference
tween tﬁésg\?wo modes of description is one of degree, rather than type}
a difference in the degree cof abstraction from the original experience.
And lastly, the claim is made that objective thought has a kind of independence
from its ground, which prevents it from being identified with that ground.
Merleau-~-Ponty goes on to say that_pre-objective experience is not primary
in the empiricist sense, and that objective thought is not derived from
it, since it is through objective thought that this experience is made manifest32
Merleau-Ponty thus reiects any verificationist theory of meaning. And more
importantly, he denies that objective thought can be derived from pre-chjective
experience, as from a premise, because it is only through reflective, predicative
thought that we aiscern pre-cbjzctive experienéé. Hence the independence
of -pre-objective experience is qualified, in that it is reveaiéd only through
thought. This reflects what Merleau-=onty calls a "double-edgeé" relatibnship§3
@ relationship of mutual grounding which creates dependence, and allows
for independence. |
Pre-objective experience presupposes conscious reflection. The phenomenal
field manifests the activity of thought. Not in the sense that it is a

creation of thought, after the manner of coherentism, because anv explicit
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judgment only captures a small part of the field. But once a judgment is
made, i.e., once the meaning of pre—objecfive efperience is linguistically -
articulated, it becomes a part of the horizon of our experience; a part
of the cultural background, which we can return £o, to re-identify what
. . ;
1s experienced. ;}
There is a parallel here with an aspect of Saul Kripke's "causal" theory
of linguistic reference. In naming somethihg, there is, what Kripke calls,
an "initial baptism", in which a'linguistic term pické out 2 thing in the
world, and by which the thing is then known3? The name subsequéﬁtly becomes
a part éf the linguistic community, passing from one speaker to another35,
The continuous reference of the name Es accordingly determined by the fact -
that each speaker is z menber of the community of speakers who employ the
term, and not by a cognitive grasgp o% what the néhe means?6 Merleau-Ponty
speaks of an originating speech, which he says literally causes the object
to exist, or changes it37 But once spoken, épeech settles into a "sediment",
‘a kind of cultural linguistic heritage§8giving a linguistic expression,
which is to say an objective articulation, to the horizon of our experience.
A Dﬁbliclv or intersubjectivelv meaningful world is thus created, which
we are born into, and hhlch we, as cognltlve and linguistic agents, reaffirm.
"[F ]ormer acts of expression, establish between smeaklng subjects a2 common
worldn3® Pre-cbjective experience is therefore always permeated by thought, .
a sort of "solidified” thought, which is the unity of form .and content that
*as spoken of earlier. The Fundieruung relation is thus twofold. Pre-objective
experience is the meaning and verification ground of explicit judgments.
In addition, within pre-objective experience proper, there is the reciprocal
relation vhich exists between sedimented judgments or form and sensuous

™\
content. And as the form is 1tself Jthe result of past exn11c1t judgments,

the original groundlngnré\atlon is also reciprocal.
\n—-—‘/
An experience divorced from all thought, as one finds in foundationalism,
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is an experience ignorant of itself40 "[Tlhere is no pure and absclutely
unexpressed life in man; the unreflected comes into existence for us only
through reflection"$! 1t must\be_§;ressed that this is not tﬁé constituting -
thought of judgment_theories of perception. In formulating a judgment,
“one brings to expiicit linéuistic expression a meaning aiready present in
experisn®e; a meaning which is iﬁself the embodiment of past linguistié
activity, and which formé part of the horizon of cur present judgments.
Sedimented linguistic meaning, as a dimension of the horizonality of experience,
shares in the horizon's indeterminacy, such that we can never-exhaust this
meaning, and there are aspects of it, of which we are unaware.

The ﬂorizonality-of an experience of a particular entity, about which
a judgment may be made, is‘équally the horizon of the judagment. As the
horizon is intrinsic to the meaning of the experienced figqure, so too is
it intrinsic to the judgment's meaning. One is éot here dealing with two 1
radically different types of reality, for a judgment is only an explicit
articulation of empirical meaning. It is in this sense that pre-objective
experience is dependent on objective thought. Merleau-Ponty describes phenomenology
as "the laying Zown of being“?zas the study of the advent of being to consciousness?3
wWhat he means by such statements is that pre-objective experience only comes
to be through reflection. Judgments, however, remain dependent on pre-objective
experience, both for their verification and their meaning; an experience
which has already been "worked on" by past judging activity.

Is the contradicticn, that the critics find at the heart of ‘Merieau-Ponty's
vhilosophy, thereby removed? I believe that it is, because this criticism '
fails to fullf consider the nature of pre-objective experience. There is
no contradiction in attempting to describe what is pre-objective, because
the laster is already linguistically formed. And phenomenclogical descriptions

merely express this meaning in‘explicit statements. Phenomenology is not

.Y
a return to immediate experience and nor is it the abandonment of philosophy -

1
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for life, because one cannot grasp such experience, -and life, for Merleau-Ponty,
is not a substitiﬁ§ for pﬁilosophy§4 ‘

But do not dEsériptions of pre-objective experience render such experience
objective? To answer this question, recall the traditional conception of
objectivity that was outlined in the opening of this chapter. There we
saw-that this concept is associated with a series of other notions: subject
independence, universality, timelessness, and determinacy. The last has
already been examined. Seeing that the horizon of 2 judgment is the same

.
as that of an experienced figure, and that for both, the horizon is intrinsic
to their meaning, and given the characteristics of a horizon, then the meaning
of judgments is indeterminate. Thls does not mean that a Judgment's meanlng
varies with each speaker, or that one cannot affirm the same statement at
different times, or that one is unable to take up different propositional
attitudes towards a fact, because the horizon of a cognitive subject providgs
the required coﬁétancy for the identity of a statement's meaning, as it-
secures the identity of the objects of perception. We, as individuals,
do not choose the significance of our expressions. The horizon gives to
us a language and 2 meaningful world about which.ye may judge. Furthermere,
the significance of judgments is not the universal and timeless meanings
presumed to be the properties of propositions. For the constancy of a statement's
me;ning is relative tc a horizon which is temporally and historically determined.
But again, constancy is not altogether undermined.

_Accordingly, the judgments_we make about pre-objective experience do *
not violate or betray that experience, because they are not objective in
the traditional sense. On the contrary, the m2aning of judgments shares
the same features with that of ﬁfe-objective experience, except that the

former is expressly predicative, whereas the latter is only implicitly so.

An objectivity-which preéumes to a attain a determinate, subject-independent,

universal and timeless significance is illusory. No suc jective meaning

hY
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is possiblg, given the primacy of perception. ?hencmenological deécriptions
are dﬁjective, but it is what we‘ﬁay term a concrete objectivity.

When Merleau;Ponty speaks of pée—objective expéfience, he is not referring
to some mysterious domain of human awareness. Rather, he is calling attention
to our everyday experience which cannot be captured in objective thought.
Such experience is not thereby subjective, in the sense of being confined
to the tfansitory psychological states of éonsciousness. It is pre-objective
in relation to the concrete objecti&ity of descriptions of it, in that it
does not depend on explicit judgmeﬁts for its.existence. But inscofar és
it depends upcn the concrete ohjectivity of judgments in general, it shares
in the characteristics of that objectivity, as well as determining them.

3 statement that strives for an objectivity greatér than that of the descriptions
of pre-objective experienég}*becomes an abstract cobjectivity, as it is increasingly
divorced from the origin of its meaning. But the difference here, as was

noted, is cne of degree, because the meaning of the objective statements

of scieﬁce, for example, are egually determined by the horizonality of
pre-objective experienée. The determination, though, is less direct, as

science is not so much concerned with describking pre-objective experignee,

as explaining it conceptually. Yet as differing only in degree-with descriptions,
scientific knowledge may also, and does, become a part of our horifdn of
experience. As such, its conceptual statements add new meaning to what

we see. For instance, one often hears it said in everyday conversation,

that black and white are not colours. Implicit in such assertions is 2
£

'physical definition of coclour. But in becoming a paft of the horizon of f/

experience, such statements lose their abstract significance, for they determinéf\\\

our experience of particulars. That ié} the physical definition of colou{,' /;:¥<L

for example, as part of the empirical horizon, is meaningful only.in and | . t\\\\u
~ -

through pre-objective experience, so that when I see what I call black,

I am not aware of what I am seeing-as a colour. -

" a
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It must be emphasized again that Merleau-Ponty does not seek to do away
with science, or with objective knowledge in general. "It is rather a question
of.understanding thé scope and meaning of sciencg"?S Remembé? that Merleau-Ponty
recognizes an internal tension in thoughﬁ. Thbugh objective thought depends
on pre-objectivelexperience, it also acquires a measure of independence in
“being the explicit belief or set of beliefs of a cognitive subjecﬁ. And
by considering only explicit, reflective expressions of meaning, the subject
forgets the constantly présent source of a belief's meaning. Objective
"thought...causes us to lose contact with perceptual experience, of which

-
Iit is nevertheless the outcome and the natural sequel"‘?6 And in feorgetting
its meaning origin, we come to take what is only a method of cognition,
in the case of science, for the true description of reality?7 Scientific
objectivity supplants experience. And the analysis of scientific knowledge
within the context of its statements leads to criteria of epistemic adeguacy
thch are internal to those statements, or criteria which are dictated by
what those statements assert About reality. We may cite Schlick here for
an apt description of those who commit this error (though he would be included

amongst those who make such a mistake).

-

[I]ts advocates are theoretically minded men who take their stand
within science. Science is a system of propositions; and - without
being aware of it - these thinkers substitute science for reality;
for them facts are not acknowledged before they are formulated in
propositions and taken down in their notebooks. But Science is not
the World. The universe of discourse is not the whole universe. It
is a typical rationalistic attitude which shows itself here under
the guise of the most subtlg distinctions.48

We have now seen that this rationalism is misguided, for objective:empirical
. knowledge never leaves experience behind. If it were to succeed in doing
sé, then it would cease £o be knowledge of anythingﬂg
t neither can experience be severed from such knowledge, and nor can

phenomenology, as a philoscphy of experience, ignore.science, for they share

a common object, viz., pre-objective experience?o There is what Merleau-Ponty
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calls, a reciprocal envelopment between phenomenology and science?! Scienée "

provides phenomenclogy with a wealth of descriptions of experience, whereas

phencmenology constantly indicafes the pre-objective roots of this knowledge.

Merleau-Ponty admits that philosophy and science emerged with the questioning

of experience, and that the phenomenclogy of experience could neve} have

been at the origin of the dévelcmuwnt of reflective thought528ut this is

because phencmenology‘presupposes the development of knowledge. Aand what ~

we have learned with this development is that knowledge, in trying to overcome

experience, never completely left it behind, and that many of its internal

difficult%gs arise from forgetting its empirical prigins. It is now the

task of philosophy to reveal this ever present ‘ground. Phenomenology "measures

the distance between our experience and...science"23 It hould nét oppose

to science a particular body of knowledge, to éhallenge science’'s abstract

L]

objectivism, but instead disclose a more integral experience, of which science

is a pag*54 For this reason, Merleau-Ponty rejects Heidegger's ontological

difference, which sets an independent study of the ontological over against

the ontic sStiences.. This fails to recognize the profound limits on the

power og philosop}icgl reflection, and ignores the fact that the sciences

permeate the "oné%logical“{ i.e., the sphere of original meanings oé the

ontic?? The Fundie;uuna relation reveals a mutual dependence between philosophy

epg science. And Mérleau—Ponty's own philosophy is a testimeny to the possible

~

fruitfulness of investigating this relationship.

~
-

VII
{\ . .
/,«f;"’éefore passing on to deal with the remaining difficulties facing a phencmenology
. i
of prescbjective experience, I would like to add to our understanding of

this experience by briefly going ov%; some of its features, as described

by Merleau-Fonty.

A
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Cur experience of objects is always peré%éctival. Though the meaning
of what we see actually goes beyond what is immediately given, we always
only directly experience facets of objects. This perspectivism, for Merleau-Ponty,
as the source of the indeterminacy of experience, implying as it does an
indefinite internal and external horizon, is not a subjective deformation?®
It is, on the contrary, essential to the experience of a thing, for it "is
precisely because of it that the perceived possesses in itself a hidden
and inexhaustible richness, that it is a 'thing“"57 The perspect.vism makes
of the objéct éomething other, something transcendent to the sﬁbject. Without
it, reality would c@llapse into subjectivity, and we would not experience
anything. .
A perception which would be coextensive with senéible'things is ’
inconceivable; and it is not physically but logically that "it is impossible.
For there to be perception, that is, apprehension-of an existence, _
it is absolutely necessary that the object not be completely given
to the look which rests on it, that aspects intended but not possessed
in the present perception be kept in reserve. A seeing which would
not take place from a ceriain point of view and which would give-us,
for example, all the sides of a cube at once is a pure contradiction
in terms; for, in order to be visible all togethér, the sides of a
wooden cube would have to be transparent, that is, would cease to
be the sides of a wooden cube 58 ’
The failing of 1ntellectuallsm, which believes that the thinking subject can
absorb without remainder its object of consciousness, or, in other wqrds,
that being can be equated with knowledge?gis that it cannot account for
the transcendence of the empirical world (the coherentist's "presence"),

Y
and consciousness's own experience as finite, i.e., as Derspectlva160 Dersoect1v1sm,
instead of being an obstacle to seeing an object (as it reallv is), is the
means whereby we have access to it, because it is the condition of its
experienceability?la condition that a god could not violate, insofar as
it experiences transcendent entities®2

Though what is directly experienced are only facets of a thing, the
facets are not a kind of premise, an appearance, from which the reality

-

of the empirical object is inferred. A facet, as a sign for an object,

™~
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is never experienced independently of the meaning of the object, which is

'~ to say that an object and its sign are co-given, because the horizonality

of the facet is intrinsic to its meaning§3,In the absence.of this horizonal;ty,
one would experience nothing. A&n empiricai object is‘a unity of matter
and form, or, as Merleau-Ponty scmetimes expresses it, an object‘presents .
a sty1e§4 The meaning of an ébject is found‘in each aspect of w@at is e%perienced.
It is not something behind the'apgearances, but that which styl&stically
orders each appeafancegs This order éannqt be determined a priori, as Husserl
argued, because there is no finite set of characteristics which organize
the infinite horizonaiity of what we see. "The perceived thing is not an
ideal unity in the possession of the intellect, like a geometriéél no?ion,
for example; it isArather a totaliiy open to a horizon of. an indefinite
number of persgectival viéws which blend with one another according to a
given style, which defines the object in qugstionv§6

We therefore expérience an object only insofar as the object and its®
horizon form a system, an open system, of internglly related dimensions@7
Experience thus involves both an irmanence and a transcendence, a presence
and an absence; the immanence of that which is directly experienced, and
tpe transcendence of the horizonality pf‘the experience. The perceived
thing contains a péfadox, for.it exists only for a perceiver, but it/is
never coﬁpletely given to the ﬁerceiver@a It is this paradox whicﬁ renders
experience irdeterminate, or ambiguous. -~

The paradax of the empirical world is equally the paradox of the omnipresence
of consciousﬁéss and its concurrent situatedness in a particular perspec:tive@9

A )
The objects that are encounteréd in the phenomenal field, for Merleau-Ponty,
are not objects for a constituting subjectivity, for an epistemological
subject, but for a situated bodilv subject. The bod§ must hot be subsequently
und;rst&od as an object of consciousness. It is, rather, the lived "vehicle®

v

for an individual human life. One does not experience one's body as a tool
Y "

-
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by which to me@iate the subﬁeét'eréiations with the world. One is one's -
body, in that one 1ivgs in the world as an incarnate Sdbjectzo

In addition, the body, analogo;sly with the horizon of the percéptual
figure, is a structured, meaningful form, which organizes our relationship
to the world. The body operates as an attitude towards certain exisﬁing .
or possible, experiences and tasks?lan anonvmous‘fattitude which is linked
to the horizonality of the objects of experience, and which performs a kind

of physiognomic perception that arranges around the subject an external

empirical world, independently of the subject's conscious intentions!? As

. was the case with the object poie of experience, so also with the subject

pole, there is an underlying horizonalify which goes beyond any single.grasp
of conscioﬁsness. Bodily subjectivity manifests anlinternal and external
horizon wi&hinache subject. #And this horizon has many of the same features )
aé that of empirical objects, viz.: space, time, history, culture, language,
and so on. All of thése factors shape our experience and understanding '
of our body. As common to both the body agd the empirical objects of experience,
these hofizonal dimensions play a role in the meaningfulness of both. My
perception of an obdect'is integrated into the horizon of an object, thus
détermining, to a-large extent, what I see. But that horizon is in like
manner a part of my horizon, as that in ﬁhich I find myself and that which
I am, therefore limiting the conscious subject relativity of the meaning
of my experiences. In this manner, both the meaning of the object_ﬁf'experience
and of the bodily subject have a common background horizon. This, according
to Merieau-Ponty, shows that the subject-cbject relationship of a reflective
intentional-subjectivity is rooted in a common horizonality which articulates
the meaning of the two poles of the experiencing relation. And this shared
background is what Merleau-Ponty terms being-in-the-world.

What this latter concept reveals, borrowing an‘gxpression from Husserl,

is an operative intentionality which underlies explicit conscious intentionalit 13
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The constancy of the world that I see and of my. own body ié noﬁ the product
of my consciousness; as it is dgtermined by the common horizon of both.
Beneath my conscious intentionality, lies that of my body, which is the
original intentionality of pre-objective experience?4 The bodf functions

as a kind of-schépatism, in the Kantian sense, mediating between ocur reflective

l cognitions and the pre—objectivé phenomenal fie1d!> Contrary to Kant, however,

this schematism is bodily, for it is the body which determines, in part,
how empirical cbjects appear to us.
As anonymous, bodily intentionality operates "below" persocnal existence,

almost like an impersonal mechanism.. It is something that we are bern into

and something that we dct through. This "impersonal existence" is preciselyiﬂ,f
pre-cbjective experience, which MErleéu-Ponty also refers to as pre-personal-
experience. The pre-personal existence of bodily intentionality constituées

a system with the horizonality of-empirical obiects, making possible

the conscious experience of individual entities. The pre-personal nature

of pre-objective experience helps to explain how empirical objects appear

as transcendent, for the perspectival rhenomenal field within which one

experiences things, is formed by the body's relationship to the field, and

is thus not a product of consciousness. Also, it further elucidates the

Fundieruung relation, as pre-personal, pre-objective experience can be inherently

Eeaningful, without thereby being, again, a conscious creation.

The system, formed by the horizonality of the body and of empirical
cbjects, is temporal. Consequently, it ié never a closed system. 2And as
the‘underlying unity of the subject—opject distinction, it is a unity which
must be forever reconstitut;ed_anew?6 Time, for Merleau-Ponty, may ke designated
the basic measure of reality. It is the ultimate framework for the many

aspects of pre-objective experience. Time is comprised of thefithree dimensions

-

of past, present,‘and future, neither of which can be reduced to the other,

but each of which is implicated in the other?’ The significance of the present,i
. . "> . -v'_ \\.
\
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and that which is givenlin it, extends into the indefin;pe harizons of both
the past and the future, giving tihe an ek-static structure. This structure
makes possible:;he paradox of immanence ancd transcendence in perception.

The identity of an object is transient because of the passage of time’8

Time is always adding'aéher meanings to reality, which are incorporéted

into tﬂé horizonality of pre-objective experience, aftering that horizen,
and thﬁ; changing the meaning of what is experienced. Yet the passage of
time through the present also allows for a temporary identity of the object;
an identity which, though not permanent, does not cease to be, because each

™~

- o
moment of time posits an existence against which the other’momen;s are powerless?9

-
g

This movement of identity and difference, of the immediately present facet
of an empirical object and‘its horizon (which is parallelea in the experience

of the bodv) is intrinsic to all experience. And this paradok is not a

fatal contradiction if one sees that it is grounded.in time, which is precisely
the.passing away of the present, to be substituted by ever new presents,
with the pasts forming a part 6f the horizon of experience@o

The description of Merleau-Ponty's ﬁnderstanding of pre-objective experience
has perhaps been overlong, but it will play an important role in the succeeding

discussion. And from the point of view of scholarly exegesis, it is no

dowbt far to cursory. But as was said in the intoduction to this essay,

our interest in Merleau-Ponty is prompted by the belief that his philosophy
enables us to deal effectively with certain problems. And his thought is
interpreted in this light. We now have some comprehension 6f the naturé

of pre-objective experience, and what Merleau-Ponty means by the primacy

of perception. It is apparené that by "perception" he intends a great deal
more than what this term has traditionally signified. The account of this

central thesis in Merleau-Ponty's thought has brought much to light, and

has far reaching implications. One of which is "that the theory of knowledge

yhas to be begun all over again"8!

J




Chapter Four

-

A "Theory" of Epistemic Evaluation

One word more about giving instruction as to what the world ought
to be. Philosophv in any case alweys comes on the scene to late to
give it. As the thought of the world, it appears only when actualite
is already there cut and dried after its process of formation has
been completed.

—
G.W.F.\@egel, Philosophy of Right
o

The'p:eceding chapterxpresented an argumenﬁ to show that neither the
epistemic status nor th;_meaniﬁg of objective knowledge is self-sufficient,
that both are rooﬁed in pre-chjective experience. We must now consider
the other major problem pcsed in this essay, viz., that of how phenomenological
descriptions are epistemically evaluated. In the "Introduction”, we saw
that phenomenology, éoﬁtrarﬁ to the claims of some, does not ignore the
traditional'problem of knowledge. It is, however, in the case of Husserl,
dealt with at a different level. He begins by suspending the natural attitude,
which hold; apart. the subject and object as two ontologically distinct kinds
of entities, and then seeks'to grasp the meaning of objectivity, i.e., how
the objective meaning‘of a phenomenon is constituted in the intentional
relation betwéen-a subject and its object of consciousness. The problem
of knowledge is not thereby left behind, because the study of the meaning

of phenomena reveals the essential structures of the knowledge relation;

pure, @ priori essences, which can in twm serve as the apodictically. evident
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loi-
norm$ for evaluating knowi;é;e claims. Husserl's theorylof eidetic intuition
is what warrants phenomenology's contention to being a science. The ésséncés
of phencmena and subseqﬁently the norms of knowledge are justifieé,'%or
thgy are self-evident. And they then function as standards for evélﬁating
non—essential'kncyledge.

As was pointed out, any phencmenology ﬁhich rejects HﬁSserl's ;heory
of intuition loses its epistemic ground, and accordingly, can becoqe suspect. .
Merleau-Ponty's is one such phenomenology. And our own descriptions made
no appeal to such 2 theory. éut then what is thé'epistemic standing of
descriptions of pre-objective experience? How are they to be appraised?
Those who wovld assert that Merleau-Ponty and phenomenology in gené;al are _
not concerned-with this issue leave themselves open to the criticism that
" _phenomenology is ESEhing more than philosoéhical literature, edifying perhaps,
but of little substance. I do not beliévé that this is what Merleaﬁ—?onty
desired, nor what phenamenoloéy shoul&'become. What must therefore dee developed
is a theory of epistemic justification compatible with the analysis bf pre-okjective
experience. And we will begin by examining whyv Husserl's own theory éannot

work.

IT

. .

Tt was seen that, according to Husseri, the essential structure of consciousness's

intentional relation to its object is only discerned after an epoché or
- 7 .
reduction, which puts out of issue theoretical presuppositions about our

experience and concerns with the ontological status of the subject and object

in such a relation. What is thus disclosed is the immanent phenomenal fieid

—

of transcendental subjectivity, i.e., ®he sphere of the absolutely self-given

The natyral-~world, as the object of the natural

attitude, does not thereby cease to exist.’ One simply refrains from making

essences of phenoména.

s

e

)



e

. l

judgments that concern spatio-temporal estistencel The natural world is,

' so to speak, "disconnectdd” from our epistemic commitments?

A constant. theme running throughout‘Hpssefl's writings is that phencmenology
must be a rigoréus écience,’the most figgrous of all, because it‘pu#port§
toigfound 411 the other sciences. To meet this démand, phenomenolog;E$l
investigations of‘the phenomena.inménent to consciousness must be completely

free of all p:esuppositions3 A presupposition being any belief or experience

the object of which is not completely self—given? Recall‘thét for Husserl,

self-evidence is a structural relation between consciousness and its object

which "excludes Otherness™ in the object, i.e., the object is fully apprehended§ v
*

Imperfect evidence, on the other hand, is characterized by incompleteness in

the object. The meaning intention of consciousness rests expeétant to other

_ facets of the thing® g

Without the epoché, consciousness remains unfree of - the naturai attitude
and its commitments td transcendence (a transcendence which is both genuine
and non-genuine). The latter is always given perspectivaly, and thus encompasses
all non-essential knowledge, such as thét provided by experience. The epoche
is therefore essential td the scientific nature of phencmenology.

[Plhenomenological reduction is the method for effecting purification
of the phenomenclogical field of consciousness from all obtrusions
from Objective [tranccendent] actualities and for keeping &s pure
of them...What remains to us is the. totality of the phencmena of the
world, Puenomena which are grasped by reflection as they are absolutely
in themselves.?7 - -
L

The question is whether such obtrusions can be completely excluded.

In other words, whether phenomenological investigations can be completely

presuppositionless. Our own descriptions of experience and Merleau-Ponty's,

showing how experience is meaningful, and how it is intrinsic to the significance
of e%plicit predicative knowledge, which would include a knowledge of essences,
suggests that this.ds impossible, for the simple reason that the meaning

of any jﬁdgmeﬁt involves the ihdeﬁgrminate horizon of pre-objective expefience.

o

The horizon cannot be fully grasped, as Husserl grants, but egqually it éénnot
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be excluded from the meaning of a judgment, contrary to Husserl, except

at the price of abstraction, which even then does not leave behind pre-objective
experlence altogether. There is therefore no object or meaning which can ',’

be completely self-glven The only thing that could conceivably be an exceotlon
to thig is the horizonality of an object or statement taken in its en?lgéty.

But this is ruled by the fact th;t the system is never closed, given the

..passage of tiﬁé. Ané insofar as all apprehended meaning involves horizonality,
this "absolute®” grasp would itself require a horizon. There can be then

no absblu;e xnowledge which excludes all "otherness". . - -
Husserl's own work began to reveal difficulties for the idea of

presuppositionlessness, though admittedly, he never abandoned it. In the

Cartesian Meditations, he distinquishes between the active and passive genesis

of meaning? a distinction based on whether the judging activity of conSciouéness
is the source of meaning. Active genesis inﬁolvés £he explicit formulating

of judgménts, thus giving origin to new meanings. Judgments, however, are
always made about things; things which are already given to a subject, passively?
Anvthlng constituted activelv presupposes passive givens. The latter are

in turn divided between objects which, though passively grasped, refiect

past conscious activity, and natural entities which are completely free

of human activity, i.e., devoid of "spiritual®” or "cultural" characteristicsiC
Hussg;l states that these "natural” objects are always present in our experience,
regardless of how much they have been altered by the activity of consciousness!l
And phenomenology, as the stué} of the origins of meaning, must return to

these most-basic passive givens, to discern their essential principlesl2

This task would be made impossible if access to these givens was i}ways
conditioned by previous conscious activity. Phenomenology could n%t thus

be an eidetic science. But from our examination of pre~objective:;xperience,

one may say that the effort to grasp such an experience's "natﬁral" compenents

is futile. Our access to experience is always mediated by past conscious



activity, cognitive or otherwisé. What the Fundieruung relation shows is

that there can be no descriptively or conceptually neutral characterization

of experience, and therefore none free of'"spiritualf feaﬁures. .
Husserl was very much aware of the difficulties confronting his genetic
phencmenology. With his iﬁcreasing recqgnitioﬁ of the importance of history, -

he came to accept that the world we experience is always permeated bv the

actions of consciousness, that a sediment forms over it, like a garb of

4

1ideas, becoming an integral part of the significance of the empirical worldl3

Yet Husserl never gave up the belief that one could gé% at pure experience,
free of all historical sedimentation. The study of the life-world, for

him, was still a way ©f approaching the essential structures of transcendental

'subjectivityl5 But with the ever expanding complexity of the presuppositions

influencing consciousness's awareness, even more is reguired of the epoche.
Tﬁé&opening up of the life-world to our scrutiny now involves the bracketiqg
of history, so £hat one may return to the experiential origins of all meaningi‘6
Husserl's project is ambitious, the fruits of his labour impressive, but
the end is unattainable.

If the life-world is recognized as essentially historical, then so too
is our experiense. And given all that has beeg said, it is impossible for
us to somehow remové ourselves from historyl7 Te argue that the life-world
is an Egggght\$o history, and history’'s foundation, is to ééradoxically
charactégize/i%, as one commentator has aptly noted, as a world in which

}
none of A1s 1ivel8 ror Merleau-Ponty, the most important lesson that is learned

from Husserl's striving for. a presuppositionless philosophy by means of
his reduction, is the impossibility of a complete reductiont®
If wa were absolute mind, the reduction would present no problem.
But since, on the contrary, we are in the world, since indeed our
reflections are carried out in the temporal flux on to which we are
trying to seize...there is no thought which embraces all our thought.20
Phenomenology may still be described as a study of essences, but it

is "a philosophy which puts essences back into existence"?lin the sense
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that any cognized universality is internal to the horizén of particulars. _ ‘\ s
- - -

However, lacking access to a priori essences, phenomenology also loses its

epistemic ground. And the loss of Husserl's theory of evidence demands /////T— )

that an alternative be considered. n s K/’J/

II1 .
. ' S
Let us begin with Merlecu-Ponty's account of perceptual i;lusiom and
hallucinationf He gaintainslthat it illuﬁipn is to be possible, then the .
apparent and the real must remain indeterminate in both the object and the
subjectg2 Yet the fact that one speaks of iilusion preéumes the possession
of truth?3 That is, the ident;ty of a perception as illusory assumes that
one has another perception which disconfirms the former, and which is taken
to be correét. But since experience is always indeterminate, the possibility
of error is aiways present.
’Illusions and hallucinations, though, are not experienced as such.
Instead, they come to take on the value of reality by masking thelgg;;
horizonality of an experience. Which is 6n1y possible, according to Merleau-?anty,
if delusive and normal experiences are the expression of a single basic
function, viz., the pre-personal bodily relationship to the horizon of the
empirical world?4 one perceives correctlv when the body has a precise hold
on an object, when the object appears distinctly against a background, related
to a bodily intgntionality. But this apprehension is never all embracing,
because an empirical object is always open to further perceptions?5 and
it is this openness to further empirical expioratiggf vhich is not present
invillusions,.and for this reason, they are not strictly pereeived, as they

are perceptual abstractions. Yet because of this openness in experience,

illusions are equally capable of supplanting qgf:éiﬁgrience of particular

entities. The relative closedness and openness of pre-objective experience,
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or its immanence and transcendence, is what makes possible both veriéical
and illuscory experience.

We grasp the horizonality of our experience through what is immediately
given, while the latter is significant'only within the context of its horizon.
And we perceive correctly when the horizon of what is perceived is clarified
to a sufficient degree, relative to our perceptual-cognitive interests.

But because there is no clear line demarcating the degree tg which a horizon

needs to be brought to attention, illusion may intrude. Aand it occurs when

we take what we perceive as true, relative to our interests, when the perception
'

is only an incomplete one, again relative to those same interests. Consider

the fol;owing'example. I am walking along a sunken path'in the woods, hopping

from stone to stone to increase my pace. My principal interest is to arrive

at my destination as soon as possible, and thus to travel this path guickly.

The time between my perception of a stone and my step on to it is momentarv.

At one poin;, Yhat I take to be a stone proves, upon my taking a step, to

be nothing moré-tﬁan a patch of sunlight. In this case, the degree to- which

I attended ﬁo the horizon of my experience, which was dictated by my interest

to navigate the path, becomes a cause for illusion. My perceptions, though

generally correct, fail me in this one instance, because even though my

perceptual interest remained the same, I faiied to take into account the

wider horizon of what I saw, which could have perhape prevented my error.

The horizonality of the experience is thus both the occasion for correct

and false perceptions, given its essential indeterminaéy?6

In experience, we assume the concordance of what has s¢ far appeared,
to hold for further experiences. I assume, before taking each step, that
my experience, in walking, will confirm my init{ial perceptions. Experiencing

is what Merleau-Ponty calls putting one's faith in the world and in the

future, neither of which is guaranteed by our immediate, present experiences?7

But because of the internal constancy of the phencmenal field, assured by

111
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its horizdnality, our adherence ts'khe wo;}d alwéys allows for the correcting
of experience?e In the mcmené of illusion, the possibility of emendation |
is also present, bec;use illusions; as experiences, presuppose the horizonality
of phenomgna which can revise ocur experience. And in thus.being open to v
rectification, we are never severed-from empirical veracity?9 For the same ‘s
reason, we are not immune to error, since the empirical world never necessitates
one particular appearance over another30 o i

An important thing to note here is ?hat the correcting of experience
makeé no reflective appeal to criteria, because the correcgipn occurs in
the experience itself, i.e., the giveness of an empirical object, and\its
"rerification” as-true, are one and the same. Because of the operative,
general constancy at the pre-personal level, our experience is a self-correcting
process based .on the primordial faith or opinion in the world3l We take |

>

- each experience to be true; a truth which is falsified only when another
{

experience replaces it, in turn, as true3? In other words, a perception

is only called into question by a truer one which is capable of substituting
i£33 |

. .
The rectification of experience, for Merleau-Ponty, shares a feature

with Schlick's account of the verification of empirical knowledge, and with

coherentism, viz., that all see verification as something that comes at

the end of a knowledge acquisition process, so that the identification of
an evperienze ag delusiye or a belief as false presupposes that one already
has access to the truth of the matter at issue. 2nd as was-the case with

cocherentism, the vantage point from which error is identified is a more

Pl

complete experience or knowledge.- But for Merleau-Ponty, and contrary to

coherentism, inasmuch as our experience is not challenged or contradicted

-

by other experiences, we assume it to be true without verification. There

3

is no need-to reflect on a wider experience to determine whether what is

présently experiencéd is veridical. 2An appeal to a2 wider horizon is made
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only when the original experience founders?4 But the "verification” here

is not an explicitly conscious process, for it takes place at the pre-personal

level. No great reflection is required to realize that where I have stepped,
A .

there is no stone. I correct my percgption, and quickly move on. At no

IS Y -

point do I contemplate what is before me, measuring the disparity between

my‘original perception and what I now experience. My perception iS'correctga;

and I appropriately alter my body's steps. -

A
- There-are a great many similarities between Merleau-Ponty's description

of perceptuai verac%ty and ccherence theories of epistemic justification,
with the cruéial_d#;fefence being that for Merleau-Ponty, perceptual emendation
is pre-personal,'w%ereas for coherentism, the appraisal of beliefs is conscious.
Nevertheless, for both, the criterion of evaluation, or that which corrects -
the experience,.in the case of Merleau-Ponty, is intermal to what is being
revised. No reference is made to an externmal redlity. Also, error is understood
as the result of an abstraction being taken as complete. Aﬁd accordingl§,

E
the difference between truth and error is a matter of degree. A falsity
is eduallv a truth relative to fhe limited context in which it is asserted

or experienced. And once something is disconfirmed, it is not thereby abandoned

p

or lost. Rather, what is illusory is integrated into a wider whole.. What

Hegel says of philosophy holds correspondingly for experience.
) e

It is the process which begets and traverses its oim movements,
and this whole movement constitutes what is positive [in it] and its
truth. This truth therefore includes the negative also, what would
be called the false, if it could be regarded as something from which
one might abstract. The evanescent itself must, on the contrary, -
Jbe regarded as essential, not as something fixed, cut off from the
True, ané left lving who knows where cutside it, any more than the
True is to be regarded as something on the other side, positive and
dead.35 . '

»

, And according to Merleau-Ponty, and as is at least the same with Hegel
(though this will be questioned in the next chapter), the distinction between

truth and falsity ig outside all formal criterial evaluation, for experience

is self—correctfﬂ%. One does not reject what is illusory because it violates

-



a universal norm of empirical ‘qorrectness, but because it is illusory relative

to tie specific context of an experience. - | .
‘Experience is animated by 2 "logic" which aésigns_to each object its

determinate features in virtue of those of the rest, and cancels ocut all

sucay data?sa "logic*" which is sustained by our faithful certainty in the

w9r1d37 Hence one may say that prior to the appréisal of explicit judgments, )

there exists an "ante-predicative knowledge"38or “lived kpowledge"?gwhidh

is pre-personal, pre-objective experience accépted as true. In other words,

being-in:the-wofld is indistinguishable from being-in-truth?o.This latter,

however, is not absolute because our expeﬁgence is always open to further

disclosures. Consequently, if the eviSEnce that is invoked, to justify

xnowledge claims, is pre-objective experience, as was argued in the last chapter,

then our knowledge can at no time be absolutely certain. 6ne may assume

‘that such certainty is attainable, but only at the price of delusive abstraction.

This brings us to the threshold of a thoory of epistemic justification for

empirical knowledge.
4

LIV

The examination of Merleau-Ponty's description of perceptual illusion
has concluded with the observation that perception is self-correcting, i.e.,
within @erception, no reference is made to anything outside it, to verify
whether it is veridical. Accordingly, true perceptions and their justification
refer to no explicit judgments. Experience provides an antg-predicative
knowledge. Merleau-Ponty also speaks of a bodily "understanding"410r
"comprehension"42 However, he distinguishes between the truth.of the perceptual 3
faith of pre-objective experience and the explicitly verified truth of predicative
knowledge?3 The relationship between the two is something that Merleau-Ponty

never worked out, but there are enough indications in his writings to give



us an outline of it. .

Pre-cbjective experience does not give us explicitly prediéative knowledge, .
but what Merleau-Ponty calls "presences"#dwhich are the many experienced
features of the world articulated by_the body to world relationship. And
as we saw, the meaning and verification of explicit judgments is based on
pre-objective experience. "[I]n order to be able to assert a truthx\the
actual subject must in the first place have a world or be in the world,

-\that is, sustain round about it a system of meanings whose reciprocities,
“relationships and involvements do not’}equirelto be made explicit in ordefi?
to be exploited““?5 This world, though, has its own epistemic standing, in-«
that it is given with thé certainty of perceptual faith. And it is ;hat
through which individual perceptions are corrected. Therefore, before we
- evaluate whether a particular judgment is true or false, we already experience
this distinction. There is a pre-adjudicative experience of truth, which
is prior to and foﬁnds verified truth%6

It m&t be emphasized that the correction of experiences is not acccmplished
by means of formal criteria. It is the content or meaning intérnal to the
horizon of an experience which determines its acceptability. The horizon

ﬁis itself given with the certainty of faith. That is, experiential efror
and rectification never puts into doubt- the horizon of an experience, for
it is by virtue of the horizon that empirical veracity is determined. And
since pre-objective experience is intrinsic to the meaning and‘verification
of objective knowledge, prefobjegtive experienée islas well the bacgground
for the evaluation of explicit judgments. The epistemic appraisal of empirical =
knowledge claims appeals to the certainty of the pre-cbjective world, to
assure it of its truth. Hence verified predicative Fruth is dependent on
perceptual truth, which is itself not c;iterially justified. In other words,
a judgment ig justified if it fits into the context of our experience.

The fact that pre-objective experience is itself not evaluated, being

-

.
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tﬁé background for.all epistemic evalhat}oq, leads to the conclusion that
the criterion of episéemic_juétification is itself without justification.
Tﬁe normative appraisalnbf empirical knowledge is contingently grounded.
But how can what is contingent, i.e., without justification, serfe;as the
norm for epistemic appraisal? Is this not to argue for relativism and uncertainty
in knowledge? In the end, is this not scepticisq?

In part, it is the case that the théory so far outlined is relativistic,
in that thé éri;erion of evaluation is our pre-éredicative experience, with
all of its cultural and historical variations. It has also been pointed
out that the horizen of this expe;ience is.alwafé open, because of the passage
of time. But as with all relativisms, the interesting question is what
knowledge is relative to. It is not to the individual, because even though
pre-objective experience reflects personal idicsyncrasies, there is a meaningfulness
'which goes far bevond any single consciousness's creative activity, both
by being the result of non-conscious individual intentions and by being
inherently sock¥al. In pre-objective experience, we are immersed in a world .
whose significance is not of our making, as particular conscious subjects.
"[Tlhe world ceaselessly assails and beleaguers subjectivity as waves wash
round a wreck on the shore"?’ Neither }s it a relatiﬁism of social grpups.

Granted that the idiosyncrasies, in this instance, becomes far more significant,

still, insofar as one may speak of group experiences, thatﬁ%;perience is
.

-

pégg‘aﬁ\i/ﬁpgh wider hori;od.
Yet is not-truth time bound, given pre-objective experience's temporality?

And are we not then condemmed to a kind of historical relativism? ® Here

again, the answer is a qualified yes. A Jmowledge claim that was evaluated

as true, may no longer be so appraised, because the criterion of knowledge,

as p%e-objective experience, has itse}f changed, thus possibly 1eadinglto

‘a different appraisal. Merleau-Ponty himself says that "the ideas to which,

.

we recur are valid only for a period of our lives or for a period in the

.
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history of our culture"?® He considers the example of the Pythagorean theorem,
which, though an instance of a priori knowledge, gives us an idea of what he

- N ']
means. The theorem is not true only for a moment. Nevertheless, the later

development of knowlédge,\which.passes into our background knowledge, may show
that it has no final and unconditioned evidence, éng that the fact that

it apsears as. final is itself the consequence of a specific cultural epoch‘.}9
Later developments maf not falsify the theorem, but they can reduce it to

an abstract truth?0 This last comment brings to mind what was said with
L~
regard to -perceptual error, viz., that once an experience is seen to be

false, it is not thereby cast aside. What was previously taken tc be absclutely

certain, is now only partially so. The same applies to predicative beliefs.

"As thus "sublated", our knowledge comes to be part of ouf\ggggriential horizen,

* as a past which is part of our present. And as an element of the horizon
! . H N

of our experience, it is not lost, for it continues to play a role‘}n the

J
evaluation of presently formed judgments.

' F e
——Truth is another name for sedimentation, which is itself the presence
of all presents in our own. That is to say, that even and especially
for the ultimate philosophical subjec:z, there is no objectivity which
accounts for.our super-objective relationship to all times, no light
that shines more brightly than the living present's light.5l

This is not a historical relativism in the sense that we are cut off
from the past as from an incommensurable reality,‘and that therefore what
we mean and what we hold true is confined strictlv to the present. On the

-

contrary, our judgments are themselves evaluated on the basis of the past.

Yes our knowledge is historically conditioned, but not in that it holds

for one epoch, and no more, but rather that the criterion of knowledge is

2 historically changing one, which does not leave the past behind. Our
knowledge is part of a horizon, and in appraising it, we appeal to our past
for normative guidance. Insteadlof the past being an inert mass separated
from us by a gqulf of unintélligibility,‘it’is the sust?nance of our present

thought, the source of its meaning and the basis upon which it is evaluated.
T ‘



To assert that‘this criterion of Epistemic justification leads to relativism,
beéause it changes over time, is to cla;m that we are confronted with relativism
because reality changes, for pre—objeciive experience is our basic reality.
Such a relativism I cannot deny. But I believe that no one can. To presume
otherwise is to believe that one can remove oneself from reality, and then
p;ss judgmeht Sﬁlit. This, however, is 2 philosophical delusion. Predicative
knowledge and its normative evaluation ié not the ground of reality. The
truth is zﬂe opposite.

Notwithéianding al% that has been said, even if one accepts that this
theory avoids the more radical forms of relativism, in what way can one
still speak of knowledge(K?s all j&dgments, becaﬁse of the norm by which
they are evaluaéed, appear to be highly uncertain? The criterion of knowledge
that is proposed seems to, at best, enable us to distinguish between beliefs .
with a low probability of truth and complete falsehoods. We are given a *
criterion, but one ss meager that it is hardf} of any worth. |

In reply, one must first remark that”pre-objective experience, the norm
of epistemic justification, is unquestionable. Not in the sense that it
is itself justified, but because it is presupposed in any sort of epistemic
guestioning, i.e., as the condition of all justification, it is itself?»ithout
justification. Lacking this, Merieau-Ponty calls it a certainty of faith.
All knowledge is founded upon contingenéy, an indubitablé contingency, if
‘one may speak paradoxically. A second thing to note, in parallel with perception,
is that the reference to verifying evidence for a‘judgment only occurs when
a belief breaks down., i.e., when a belief proves itself to be false, thus
requiring a reflective evaluation. When unch%llenged, we take our beliefs
to be true. Their evaluation, though, and agein following perception, is
not a fully conscious process, in that we'do not bring. before our minds

the entire pre-objective world, and then set about examining whether a particular

.belief is in accord with it. Beliefs are instead evaluated within the context
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of specific'epistemic interests. And once verified relative to those interests,

Il

A
b

a belief is accepted as justified.

Waking to the noise of falling water on_;§ window, I'assert that it
is raining. Getting up to look outside, I pull the curtains open, and discover
that it is a malfunctioning sprinkler sﬁraying Ehe window. My original
belief is false, and it is quickly emended to conform with my new experiencé;
and I take the ﬁew belief to be accordingly justified. My cognitive interest,
in this example, is directed towafﬁs discovering the weather conditions.
Ané having taken apprbprigge/mea§3res of verification for such beliefs,
I am satisfied that my néa belief is warranted. - At no point do I consciously
examine the entire horiéon of my experience, though it nevertheless is a
part of that experience, and plays an essential role in the verification

of my belief. In addition, I do not question the other aspects of my horizon,

nor do I doubt whether what I am seeing is actually water, or whether my

: pefception might not be the result of hallucinations, etc., because such

o

guestions remain outside my cognitive interests and their background. The
new belief I have formed may also prove to be false, but I will only discover
this if the belief is disconfirmed by furthef.experiences or other beliefs,
which moéivate 2 widening of my interests, and a coanrrent yidening of
my apprehension of the experience’s horizon. But always in such evalugfibn ,
is an unguestioned interest and unexamined empirical background.

One may object that this hardly establishes the certainty of a belief,
because it does not confront all of its possible defeating conditions.’
But this is to demand an absolute certainty for our empirical knowiedge,
which is inconceivable given the horizénality of our knowledge. The empirical
horizen, whic@ is part of the experience which verifies our knowledge, is
indefinite, and for us to be assured that all the défe;ting conditions of

a helief have been dealt with is an impossible task. The judgments I make

about what I experience can never be estabiished with certainty, because
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judgments always take for granted more than I can know in an explicit way?? -

.

If I begin ;o“seek to verify each element of the judgment verifyigg empirical .
horizon, tﬁén I will enter upen an infinite regress of doubt, until, if

I could, I'arrived at the ground of all justification, which is itself unjustified,
but alsojgndubi;ablg. (The latter possibility, however, is ruled out by |

the fact Ehat one can never fully grasp the complete foundation of knowledge,

i.e., any cognition always assumes a background horizon).

All judéments imply a multitude of presuppogitons which determine their
significance, and verify them33 These presuppositions cannot be fully clarified,
and to attempt to do so is to' enter upon a-path of déhbt with no end. Any
certainty about our juégment comes Snly from halting the process of doubt,
of questioning, which is by no means arbitrary, for our questioning is determined
by our cognitive interests relative to a specific context. Scmethiné can
- be made aﬁ evident truth only by tmy Q;ving up all attempts-to qéke it explici

) .
But this is an evidence that can always be disputed./ Merleaq;?énty savs

-

that “"certaintv is doubt"?5 What he means is that certainty is always Lontingent

"or de facto, and that therefore it can always be contested. The cessation
of doubt implies an end to guestioning, an epistemic "commitment" to a particular

context. "If there is not endless doubt, and if 'I thinkx', it is because

I plunge on into provisional thoughts and, by deeds, overcome time's discontinuity“56

This does not thereby undermine the notion of epistemic evaluation. .
Within the framework of the general contingency of pre-objective experience,
and the more specific context of a particular cognitive interest, there
are accepted norms, which within that context have a degree of necessity.
Two pecople are looking at an okject in the distance, desiring to know what
it is. One says that it is a tower,.the other a rock. Given their shared
interest in datermining what they are seeing, there exist "agreed" upon ways

of verifying these two conflicting claims. For instance, they may glance

at the object with the aid of binoculars, or they can actually walk up to

L4
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the object. Whatever method is chosen, it reflects accepted norms of appraisél,
given their common interest and background. Merleau-Ponty himself states
' that existence has no fortuitous or contingent attributes?’/ But at the base'
: N
" of this necessity is a fundamental contingency. This may be clarified by’
an\example from Merleau-Ponty. .
-Everythihg in man is a necessity. - For example, it is no mere coincidence

that the rational being is alsco the one who holds himself upright

or, has a thumb which can be brought opposite the fingers; the same

manner of existing is evident in both aspects. On the other hand

everything in man is contingency in the sense that this human manner

of existence is not guaranteed to every human child through some essence

acquired at birth, and in the sense that it must be constantly reforged

in him through the hazards encountered by the objective body.58 ¢

In the same way, the context of a particular epistemic evaluation may
be contingeﬁt, but within that context, our evaluations hold with necessity.
And in the case of a disagreement which is not within a common evaluative
. <

. context, all that one can do is attempt to show that one's own context is
more enccmpassing, more integral, or more inélusive than that of cne's opponent,
and also be open to the possibility that it is the othe"pgrsou's background
which is wider. It is for this reason that Merleau-Ponty, in challenging
science, says that his aim is not to oppose to it an alternative body of

knowledge, but to indicate a more complete experience, of which science

is a part.

Havingutravelled this lang road, we may now briefly state a theory of
epistemic justification consistent with our descriptions of experience,
and which thus permits the evaluation of phenomenological descriptions,
and objective empirical knowledge claims in general. A belief or set of
beliefs is epistemically justified if it fits or coheres with the evaluative
context (determined by the cognitive interests of the agent and the horizon

which~forms the background of thdse interests) of pre-objective experience.



"2107-

What this theory suggests is a kind of foundationalist-coherentism, in that it
overcomes the difficulties of both theories, while retaining what &s positive i
to them. The immediate empirical éivens, which are jgu>ﬂmLtimate evidence

for. epistemic evaluation in foundationalism, are theoreticalhmyths, because

all expérience is mediated by the empirical hqrizon of the particular thing
experienced. But given that this mediation is not judgmental, which was

the coherentist criticism of foundationalism, the theory avoids the former's
"difficulty in explaining how beliefs are related to the world, for éli ohjective
knowledge is grounded in pre-objective experience. A belief is justified ‘
when it coheres not with a set of inferentially related conscious beliefs, -

but with the internally<«related elements of pre-objective experience.
1Know1edge therefore has a foundation, though it is one which is intermal

to experience. The knowledge thus evaluated is not apodictic, hence phenomenology
cannot meet the demands of Husserl's eidetic investigations. But the latter

has proven to be unattainable. And yet we do have a criterion which can

be practically e;nployedf or rather, one which is uséd, for what we have
articulated is a theoretical abstract of how we actually go about evaluating
beliefs. The criterion of knowledge that was just defined has a qualified
formality or universality, because’it is reality whic% actually serves as

the norm for our epistemic appraisals, and as reality changes, so too does

the content of the norm, and hence also what is accepted as justified knowledge,
-EFEQEg}ng our own definition ef the criterion of knowledge. In the end,
we are like the sailors of Otto Neurath's ship. But this ship is not a

system of beliefs, and it is not we the sailors who reconstruct it, by changing

one belief here, and another there. The ship is reality itself, and it

is reality which changes, because of our activity, and independently of

i£29
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I would like to conclude this chapter with 'a discussion of sometﬁing
“that was previously mentioned, and which will put us in a position to examine
our final problem, viz., whether epistemology is possible. The issue is
that raised by Chisholm about the meta-justification of o:r epistemic appraisals.
The fact that a belief is_justified is not a_sufficient conditicn for the
attrfbution of knowledge E? a cognitive agent. The agent, in additien,
-must be aware of this justification, and £he belief that a belief is justified
must itself be justified. In the absence of this, the claim that beliefs
_are justified is arbitrary. This poirnts to a serious difficulty, for if
the meta-justification is impossible, then so ie epistemic evaluation,
and accordingly epistemology. Recent discussions of coherence theories
of knowledge have been sensitive £5 this, and an examination of one such
study will provide an outline for our own answer®0

The need for the meta-justification of beliefs is a particularly troubling
problem for coherentism. According to it, the justification of beliefs is

.

based.on their coherence with a believer's overall system of beliefs. The
question that occurs, however, is whether the fact thaé 2 belief ccheres,
and how it does so, is cognitively accessible to the believer, so that he
or she is warranted in holding a particular belief to be true?®lir the coherencé.
of beliefs is an adeguate criterion fort epistemic evaluation, then a person
must have access to his or her total system of beliefs. It is obvious,
though, that no person has such a grasp. But then can one be justified

in ﬁolding z given belief to be true?®2ip addition, and more importantliy,
is that this oJrasn must as well consist of a set of metaubel%?fs which 2lso
réquire justification. If one then asserts that the meta-beliefs are in
turn justified by virtue of their coherence with the rest of a subject's

Pl

belief system, then one is moving in a circle. If the grasp of one's beliefs
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depends upon the juctification of the meta-beliefs, then the justification

of the latter cannot depend on that of the former®3 - ‘ .
The solution that is proposed is that the demand‘for the justification

of any single belief or set of beliefs can only be raised against the background

of a specific system of beliefs which one assumes to be true. But since

one does not,land cannot, fully apprehend sucH a system, the background

beliefs are referred to as the doxastic presumption of any epistemic evaluation, -
i.e., the system of beliefs, to which a non—specifiaﬁle belief must cohere
to be true, is presumed to be true, without explicit cognitive evaluation®4
(This may be designated "weak ccherentism", in contrast with the strong
coherentism that has been traditionally argued for). The entire system
itself can never be put into queétion, because such a questioning would
itself presuppose a further background of beiigfs. Therefore the coherence
theorf of epistemic justification is based on deté;ﬁining whether a given
belief coheres with a system of beliefs which we presume to be true, for
we cpulé never come to evaluate them all. And the doxastic presumption
is precisely the ﬁeta—justification of the criterion, for while only presumably
true, the belief system-is available as a2 justifying ground for our particular
appraisals, i.e., the belief that a belief is justified,.is justified on
the grounds of this presumption§5 —

We have given reascns for not QECepting a coherence tHeory of epistemic
justification, %ht the above theory has gbvious parallels to the position
we have outlined. Pre-objective experience is the background for all epistemic
appraisal. AHG the meta-beliefs that our %eliéfs are justified are based
on thé presumed truthfulness of pre-objective experience, which has not
itself been epistemically evaluated. Nonetheless, it is assumed to be true,
and indubitably so.

The world is pregiven to us, the wﬁking, always somehow practically
interested subjects, not occasionally but always and necessarily as

the universal field of all actual and possible.praxis, as horizon.
To live is always to live-in-certainty-of-the-world.66
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Pre-objective experience has been characterized as true. However, this

is nét the truth of epistehic appraisal, but that associated with definiticns

of trpth. From the standpoint of epistemic appraisal, pre-obje:tive experience
isrneither true nor false; indeed, it does not provide us with knowledge,

as traditionally understood. Truth, as a property of judgments, is inapplicable
to pre-objective experience. - Though within the latter, there is an experienced
distinction between a non-criterially determined truth and falsity; upon

which the truth and falsity of explicit judgments is based. Pre-objective

experience is thus both the criterion of épistémic‘evaluagion and the definition
of truth. Tt is thg-coherent totality tﬁat is our-world, ;hich includes
within i£ our predicative judgments. 2and again, following coherentism,
there is a strong connection between the two. Coherentists have always
stressed that if one separates knowledge from truth and reality, then kﬁowledge
becomes inexplicable, for there is no wav to guarantee that one's justified
knowledge is actually knowledge about the worla®?

In identifying the criterion of.knowiqﬁge with the definition of truth,
we are able to resslve the 4<raditional problem of knowledge. As was said,
the concern with epistemic justification emerges with the recogﬁiﬁion that
we do not have immediate access to or contact with the world, and that therefore
the question arises of whether our knowledge reflects the worid as it is.
What our inveStigationé_have shown is that underlying the epistemic evaluation
of judgments is the uni;ied world of pre-ohjective experience; an experience
which involves an immediagg contact between the embodied subject and the
world. Th;s cont%ct provides the certainty of the perceptuyal faith in the
world, in which there is no éoom for doukt. "[Tlhere is indeed one human
act which-at one stroké cuts through all possible doubts to stand in the
full light of truth: this act is perception, in the wide sense of knowledge
of existences"t8 Aﬁd this perceptual faith is the ground for our epistemic

appraisals. All sceptical gbubt presupposes the truth of experience. Hence

\
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any evaluation is always a "regional® affair, because one can never doubt

all of experience, i.e., all that there is. The radical sceptic, who affirms
that all our knowledge and experience may nevertheless be false, shares

with the metaphysical realist the belief in the possibility of a world radically
independent of these two modes of awareness. But the notion of a reality
in-itsels, given all that has been said, is unintéiligible. And any assertion
to the contrary is already undefstood within the context of our experience.

Inscmuch as one can meaningfullv speak of such a world, then what is said

of it must be rooted in pre-cbjective experience, and therefore no longer
be outside of it. Global scepticism is fundamentally inccherent given the
:conditions of expiicit predicative meaning and truth.

This accordingly provides an answer to the difficulty of the infinite
regress of justification. Remember that the foundationalist rejects coherentism's
reply to this problem because it confines epistemic evaluationtto a limited
domain of our beliefs, whereas the foundationalist is concerned with what
justifies knowledge as ‘a whole. The coherentist's halting of 119 regress
appears to be nothing more than arbitrary, thus undermining the justification
of any belief. But there can be no foundation for knowledge, as conceived
by foundationalism. All epistemic appraisal is limited. But it is not )
thereby arbitrary, because the ground of our appraisals is no£ something
we chouse, for it is determined by our cognitive interests and their background.
One cannot make the same claim for goherentism, for éonfining epistemic 4
evaluation solely %o the domain of expiicit beliefs, and thus severing all

-

appraisal from experience, the stopping of the chainﬂéf justification cannot
.but be arbitfary, for it is due solely to our decision. The fact that our
experience is-always indeterminate is not the result of a failing.on our
part, but an intrinsic feature of our reality. Were it otherwise, we would

not experience what we do. Yet for the ccherentist, the inability to pursue

\ .
the justification of one's beliefs is a practical limitation. 2And it is
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only because we choose to terminate this pursuit, that beliefs can be justified.
But this is groundless, as the foundaticnalist maintains. Customarily,
the way coherentism has avoided this is by postulating an absolute at the
base of all knowledge. In the next chaptef we will have occasion to examine
this argﬁment, and show that it is unacéeptable.

The Cartesian project of rejecting all that is doubtful, and beginning
with self-evident certainties, is impossible, not only because there are
no such certainties, but because such a method of doubt impedes the ¢ognition

of anything. Leibniz had already argued that if one adopted Descartes'

hyperbolic doubt, then no scientific knowledge would be possible@9 It is

-
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proper to examine the degfee of demonstrative support that a propositian.

has!0 There are, though, many occasions in which we cannot attain demonstrative
_ certainty?1 Knowledge acquisition, however, is not thereby halted, because

one may admit hypotheses, from which some secure knowledge can be derived!?
What we have shown is that all knowledge is thus hypothetical or conditional.
The conditions are noé, however, acéepted axioms or propositions, as with
Leibniz, but pre-objective experience, which, citing Hume, is the "great

subverter of Pvhrrohonism"/3

\

The certainty in the world of perceptual faith does not subsequently
make us immune to error, as some have argued74because the horizonality of
experience is always bgyond our immediate grasp, though ‘it is nonetheless
intrinsic fo-the meaning of what is experienced. Thé element of uncertainty
in experience, due to its horizonality, makes possible experiential error,
without the need of.invoking the realist's independent reality, for the
transceﬁéent in experience is not divorced from the immanent. The assertion
that th;T;rSBQem of knowledge cannot be overcome assumes that reality as
such is doubtful, and that epistemology must first guarantee our knowledgel

and experience of reality, before we can be certain of its existence. But

such an undertaking is inachievable and delusive. Philosophy cannot justify
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reality as a whole, nor the entirety of our kmowledge of it, for'all questions
of justification presuppose the certainty of our ekperience of reality.
The grand philosophical project is the creation of a philosopher's dream,
from which we, as philosophers, can awaken.
When he awakens from his dream, he will be the first to join in

the laugh against himself, and to confess, that all his objections

are mere amusement, and can have no other tendency than to show the

whimsical condition of mankind, who must act and reason and believe;

though they are not able, by their most diligent inquiry, to satisfy
themselves concerning the foundations of these operations.75

/
[f
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Chapter Five

The Limits of Epistemic Reason

-~

N

The phenomienologists have plunged man back into the world; they
have given full measure to man's agonies and sufferings, and also
to his rebellions.

»

Jean-Paul Sartre, The Transcendence of the Eco

o

Having sketched a theory of epistemic justification, we may now
turn to the question of whether epistemology is itself possible. In the
closing éf the first chapter, an apparent circularity in epistemology was
discerned. As Chisholm charécterized it, epistemclogy appeérs to 'be itrapped,
before engaging in the study of knowledge, into assuming either particular
instances of knowledge or the criterion of kriowledge. In either case, it
begs the question. Therefore, epistemology qua a presuppositionless
examination of knowledge, which is how it has traditionally been conceived,

appears to be impossible.

Chisholm himself proposes a solution to this problem, which he terms
"critical cognitism®l One begins by postulating, following traditicnal
epistemology, four sources of knowledge: external perception, memory, self-

awareness, reason. These sources provide us with direct or indirect knowledge
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of the world. Chisholm seeks to avoid the above dilemma by arguing that

in commencing the study of knowledge with its sources, one neither assumés
instances of itf nor its criterion. But this only seems to take the problem
back a step,;for_what grounds do we have for accepting a source of knowledge

as warranted? Instead of the former assumptions, we have a new one. Hence

Chisholm failg in securing epistemology from the charge of circularity?
II1 . .

Hegel also identified this conundrum in the theorv of knowledge, and
proposed a solution. In criticizing Kantian critical philoscphy, Hegel
noted that any examination of knowledge presupposes a criterion, by means
of which knowledge is identified. This, however, is unacceptable, if epistemology
is to be presuppositionless. But, according to Hegel, in the éase of the
investigation of knowledge as such, in which it becomes an object of reflection,
this difficul£y is overcome. Consciousness beth distinguishes and relates
itself, at the same time, to that which it is consciousness of. The relating ’
of consciousqess, or the being of something for consciousness, is knowing.
The being-for-ancther of the obj;ct of consciousness is distiguished from
‘the being-in-itself of the object, which lies outside of the knowing relationship?
This "being-in-itself is called truth"? The inguiry into the truth of knowledge
is therefore an indﬁiry into its being-in-itself. But knowledge is an object
that exists for us, hence what "we asserted to be its essence would be not
so much its truth but rather just our knowledge of it"? i.e., what we affimm
to hold for knowledge, does not hold objectively.

Knowledge of an object and its truth are distinct. However, with knowledge
as an object, both the being-for-another and the being-in-itself of knowledge

fall within consciousness, because knowledge, as the relation of consciousness

-
to an object, is not external to consciousness. Consequently, as an object

-
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of study, it can be known without the risk of scepticism. In epistemology,
consciousness "provides its own criterion from within itself, so that the
investigation becomes a camparison of consciousness with itself"® The consciousness:
of knowledge and the truth of knowledge both exist for consciousness, thus
the examination of knowle&ge is possible for it involves the comparison
of these two elements, which pertain to one and the same thing? In this
comparison, if the two do not correspond, then the object of the knowing
relation and its truth or criterion change, with a new object evolving,

" which demands a new cfiteriong The continuous endeavour to achieve a correspondence
between the being-for-another and the being-in-itself of knowledge provides
an immanent standard for the truth_of knowledge. And in the search for
congruence, an internal dialectic develops within consciousness, which_leads
it from one state of knowledge to another. Therefore, rather than presupposing
instances of knowledge or a criterion, Hegel assumes that both are co-given.
In other words, one does not approach knowledge as an already given object,
nor with a pre-established norm. Instead, one begins by accepting 2 knowledge
claim, and then seeing whether. this claim meets its own standa;ds of adequacy.

The dilemma is thus diséolﬁed by seeing the two alternatives, not as mutually
exclusive opposites, but as complementary aspects of any epistemology. .
There is a similarity here hetween our-previous statement that the criterion

of knowledge and the definition of truth are identified in pre-objective
experience, and Hegel's affirmation that the object of knowiedge and‘its
.criterion are co-given. In either case, whether a knowledge claim satisfies
its criterion is an internal matter. And if it fails to do so, it is not
thereby rejected, for what it fﬁils to meet is not a formal criterion, but

a more inclusive vantage point, of which it becomes a pért, fhus génerating

2 new objept of scrutiny and a corresponding norm of correctness. Yet if

one attends to Hegel's solution closely, one will see that there is a profound

difference between it, and the theory we have proposed. The criterion by

-
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" which a knowledge claim or state of consciousness is evaluated, for Hegel,

is not internal to the particular state of consciousness, in the sense that

a claim is evaluated strictly in temms of its own principles, foq the criterion
of appraisal is the correspordgnce of the for-itself and the in-itself.

That is, a belief is accepted on Ihe basis of whether it completely grasps
that whizh it purports to be about. But this is to impose upon beliefs

a condition which is perhaps incapable of being met. Which is to say that

it begs the question of what knowledge\must be. The object of knowledge

—

and its criterion are described in ideaa terms; terms which can only be

satisfied by absolute knowledge,. Tpith Hegel accepts at the end of his discussion

-~
on the problem of criteria?  /

I

. (. e . .
Consciousness, in its first claims to knowledge, contains the two moments

of Jnowing and the object of knowledgelO This opposition provides the driving
force of Hegel's dialectic, and is the basis for his understanding of finitude,
which is defined as the disparity between an object and its conceptT:1 The
dialectic concludes when these two moments coincide in absolute knowledge

or Spirit, which is at the same time an overcoming of what is finitel? This

is not a unity which collapses the distinction between knowledge and its \
object, but the distinction is made within inowledge. The object, though
distinct from the knowing relation, is known in its fundamental categorical
structure, which is a reflection of consciousness. Hegel's absolute knowledge
is not a cognition of every property of all the particular entities in the
.world, but rather the apprehensidn of all the determinate structu:eé of

particularity, which are the conditions of the possibility for particularity.

The absolute is "the ground and soil of...knowledge in genera1"13 And once

attained, all the essential structures of reality are manifest to consciousness
or Spirit.

In this element the moments of Spirit now spread themselves out
in that form of simplicitv which knows its object as its own self.
They no longer fall apart into the antithesis of being and knowing,
but remain in the simple oneness of knowing; they are the True in
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the form of the True, and their difference is only the difference
of conitent.l4 .

But from what we have discerngd in our own investigations of the conditions
of knowledge, it would appear to follow tﬁat Hegel's absolute is unatﬁaipable.
Even if one grants that absolute knowledge is a knowledge of categories,
it still remains unacceptable, because all conceptual knowledge of empirical
reality is grounded in pre-objective experience and the 1§tter can never

be fully grasped, either empirically or categorically. For Hegel, true

knowledge is knowledge of the infinite}sa knowledge which apprehends the

full meaning of objectivity as a reflection of the knowing subject’s (Spirit's)
own essential structure.

The aim of knowledge is to divest the objective world that stands
opposed to us of its strangeness, and, as the phrase is, to find ourselves
at home in it: which means no more than to trace the objective world
back te the notion - to our innermost self.l16

As we saw with Husserl, however, thé belief that thought can overcome the
"otherness" of objective realitf is false. Indeed, mention of Husserl brings
to attention some parallels between the two phiIOSOphers. Specifically,

each maintains that philosorhy should be presuppositionless, and‘they.both
believe reason capable of such a taskl? We have seen this to be impossible.
According ¢o Merleau-Ponty, absolute mind and the world as a determinate
reality are rationalizations of our immediate, pre;objective experiéncel8

Hegel, by setting the object of knowledge and the criterion of knowledge

within consciousness, not only predetermines the outcome of the dialectic,

* but also assumes that this is an appropriate standard for knowledge, i.e.,

that reality's essential structures can be fully known by consciousness.
This cannot however, simply be presupposed. The analogous unity of consciousness
and its object, in pre-objective experience, does not suffer from the same

flaw, because it is both the criterion and centent of knowledge.

~y



Hegel's solution to the dilemma facing epistemology fails because though
he posits the unity of the object of knowledge and its criterion, he does °
so only at the level of explicit predicative thought, thus reducing the

unity to an abstract norm, agsinst which concrete forms of consciousness
are evaluated. Contrary to this, we have argued that this unity isdpresent
at the level of pre-objective experience. As such, it is not a unity which
can be captured in a formal principle. It is a criterion of kﬁowledge vhich
is relative to the content of that experienée. What is judged to be ccherent
with experience depends upon the content of the experience which sérves
H

as the context for epistemic evaluation.- The dilemma, which poses a choice
between iﬁstances of xnowledge and criteria of epistemic justification,
is false, as Hegel saw. But it is overcome by realizing thaf the study
of knowledgé is itself grounded in a more fundamental domain of human life,
and not by positing an absolute as knowledge's foundation. The dileméa
only proves to be a dilemrmz insofar as one accepts the contention that epistemology
should be without presuppositions. Once this is acknowledged to be impossible,
one may begin to see how epistemic evaluation is in fact carried out. -

Habermas states, as was noted, that Hegel's criticque of epistemology
demonstrates that it can never play the role of first philosophy, and thatl
it depends on something prior to it, which it takes as its object, while
simultaneously originating in it. It may now be said that whap is antecedent *
to epistemic’évaluéﬁion is pre-objective experience. One may perhaps -oeak

of an absclute in our theory, but as Jean-Paul Sartre said with regard to

Merleau-Ponty, the absolute is lifel®
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The major epistemological difficulties facing a non-eidetic phenomenology
have now been dealt with, thus completing the central tasks of this essay.
Before finishing, I would like to‘briefly summarize our conclusions, and
make a few observations about some of the implications of what has been
argued for.

The theory of epistemic evaluation expounded in this paper has been
characterized as a foundationalist-coherentism. No experience is given
to us unmediated. But what mediates experience is the horizonality of what
appears to us. Aand this experiential horizon forms the context of epistemic
appraisal, being both the source of meaning and the criterion.of objective
knowledge. It should be emphasized that the pre-objective experiential
background of our explicitly formulated beliefs is not a conceptual fréhework;
as this is described in some contemporary philoso;hical literature%o The
notion of a conceptual scheme raises 211 the difficulties we saw in coherentism's
attempt to understand the relationship between concepts and senstous content.
The whole idea has been appropriately called, by Donald Davidson, the third
dogma of empiricism (following on Quine's earlier work)%4l This dogma and
its attendént difficulties are surpassed once it is seen that pre—objecéive
experience is a unity of form and content.

This experience, as the context for epistemic evaluation, in turn, solves
the problem of scepticism, or more correctly, that of global scepticism.

No longer can one postulate a metaphysical reality independent of all human
experience, for the meaning and verification of any such postuiation depends
on that experience. But concerns with epistemic justification are not
subsequently made redundant, as has been arguedg2 We are not separated from
reality through experience, but neither is reality completely- given to use

in experience. Our experience of the world is onlv of facets, though the

t ' . 8



meaning of what immanently appears is linked to a transcendent, indeterminate
horizon, which leaves room for error. One may refer here to a difference
between appearance and reality, but this is not a difference in kind, as
each_depends ﬁﬁs; the other for its meaning. As long as the péésibility

of error remains open, then questions of epistemic justification, and thus
epistemology, are still legitimate. What has been shown, though, is that
epistemic appraisal is not a fully reflective process, because many of the
elements which playv a role in epistemic evaluation are unqunizéd and without

justification. This is not a matter of doing away with epistemology, but

L3

_of undermining its "faise consciousness"73i.e., the Cartesian dream of

' -
a fully elucidated and evident foundation for all knowledge.

As a result, the framework within which epistemological issues are discussea
must be greatly expanded. The criterion’ of epistemic evaluation, as pre-objective
experience, obliges us to consider many thingé in the appraisal of a belief,
whichlgave been traditionally excluded. For one, the linguistically sedimented
meaning of pre-objective experience reveals an inter-personal or_ inter-subjective
dimension in knowledge appraisal. The criterion of knowledge and the knowledge

~,

evaluated is no ‘longer the privileged property of a solitary cognitive ageﬁt. \\
Coherentism has always objected to the solipsistic implications of foundationalism,
stressing a ;ocia% dimension to our knowledge acquisition?4 Our analysis
only‘reinfo;:;s this, because the meaning of pre-objective experience is
not due solely to the activity of -{individual subjects, as it is the consequence
of past, sedimented judging activity.

The last comment also reveals a historical aspect to knowledge. The
horizonality of our experience includes the sedimented history of past cognitions.
As such, the history of the horizon is intrinsic to the meaning of what

is experienced. And as this horizon is the criterion of epistemic evaluation,

then whether a belief is justified or not depends on whether it is coherent

. with its own historical context.
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For classical epistemology, the history of a belief, or more genefally,'
its origin, plays no role in the belief's verification, though it is not
altogether ignored. Usually, it is relegated to the context of discovery,
i.e., it is included amongst the many factors that may lead someone to make
the knowledge claim that he or she does, all of which though can bé exclu%gﬁ
from considerations %pout what justifies knowledge. But if the meaning
of wha; is asserted about something is determined by its relationship to
its background horizon, including all that this does, and if this horizon
is the criterion by which a knowledge claim is evaluated, then questions
of epistemic appfaisal canmnot dismiss a belief's context of discovery.

The criticism that Merleau-Ponty has misunderstood the intellectualist account
of experience, taking a normative construction of experience for a description
of it,\and thus collapsing the distinction between prescription and description, ~—
is misguided, because what Merleau-Ponty is trying to show is that this -
éistinction is untenable. Knowledge of the prescriptive no%ms for any epistemic
evaluation depends on a description of what motivates the holding of a particular

belief, because the identification of the criterion of knowledge involves

. the description of the empirical horizon of the belief being evaluated.
TN . '
Epistemologvy can thus no longer sever‘i%séff from history, and all the many
—
- other aspects of the horizon of experience. Therefore, if epistemclogy

is to fully comprehend all that is at work in epéstemic evaluation, then

it must beccme a descriptive phencmenology of human reality.

a ~

Vi

Throughout the history of philosophy, its practitioners have sought
to explain and give reasons for why the many dimensiocns of reality are as
they are, and ultimately, to justify realityv as such, thus disclosing necessity

in our changing world. In examining the functioning of reason in epistemic .
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appraisal, the quest to provide basic_foundations for knowledge haé proven
to be unattainable. The normative evaluations of knowledge always presuppogg,
and are rooted.in, a life-world of pre-objective experience, which cannot
in principle be fully explicated and justified. Philosophy, as-paradigmatically
embodied in epispemology, thus becomes, what Merleaun-Ponty calls,.a *dialogue
of infinite mediatiqn"%fan incompletable task of trying to understand the
world, and our knowledge;gf 1£26 4

Merleau-Ponty says that the revelation of the contingent ground of reason,
demands a new idea of it?7 We have now seen something of what this new idea
involves, specifically with regard to ep?stemic raticnality. I have no
- doubt failed to deal with many of the issues that emerge throughout this
e§?ay, and in answering some questions, I have given occasion for many more.
But I do believe that I have succeeded in demonstrating two things. First,
that objective empirical knowledge is founded on an indeterminate, pre-objective
experience, which phenomenologists have designated by the term life-world.
And Seeondly, this has provided the grounds for a new understanding of epistemic
evaluation. Epistemology is thus secured, but in the absence of any absolute
norms. As Virgil could not guide Dante to Paradise, so too does Merleau-Poniy
leave us in the realm of shadows; shadows which are nonetheless the source
of our wisdom.
s. The implications of this for the understaﬁding of reason in general,
I have not pursued, though I believe that what has been said has ramifications
£or other areas of normative evaluation?8and it indicates an alternative
to the more extreme criticques of reason that are presently the fashion.
We are not denied truth: but in recognizing the finitude of human existence,
we can no lénger réach the heights of the absolute. It does not follow
that we should therefore embrace the semi-mystical insights of Heidegger,
forever attending upon the call of Being, in a world uncaring for its message, nor

the nihilism of pcst-modernism. Between these voices of despair and a return
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to the philoéophiéal dreams of the past, Merleau-Ponty presents us with
the possibility of a human truth, which is the truth of our existence in

the worlid in which we live.
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a genetic phenomenologv of judgments, and his more general task of grounding
objective knowledge in the pre-predicative experience of the life-world,
fails.

At one point in Experience and Judgment, Husserl seems to agree with
the coherentist in saying that the apprehension of pre-given sensuous
individuals already reflects cognitive activity, although of the lowest
level. (Experience and Judgment, p. 59) He goes on to state that impassive,
pre-predicative experience, one does not experlence objects as such,
but mere "stimuli" which proceed from an existent in the surrounding
world. (Ibid., p. 60) Husserl here appears to be-advocating the kind
of epistemological dualism that we spoke of previously, with the addition
that the sensory content of judgments is also their meaning and evidential
ground, after the manner of the foundationalist's empirical givens.

But the idea of sensory stimuli serving as the foundation for judgments
is no more camprehensible than the idea of individual empirical objects




playing the same role, given the coherentist argument. ‘
Perhaps this criticism of Husserl, however, is misguided, for in
the end, his phenomenology seeks to be a rigorous eidetic science, in
which the individual has no place. "For phenomenclogy, the singular
is eternally the apeiron". (Edmnd Husserl, "Philosophy as Rigorous Science",
p..116)

What all of this Su&ests is that the notion of pre-predlcatlve
experience is rather dubious.

52-I have not considered a possible foundationalist reply to Merleau=Ponty's
criticisms because I believe that he has conclusively shown that it is
untenable. He himself also considered intellectualism to be superior
to sensationalism. See the following:

Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenoloqy of Perception, p. 208

33-For discussion of this difficulty, see the following:
Edward G. Ballard, "On Cognition of the Pre-Coqnitive", in The DhllOaCDhlcal
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John F. Bannan, The Philosophv of Merleau-Ponty, Harcourt, Brace and
World, Inc., New York, 1967, pp. 147-149
Raymond Herbenick, "Merleau-Ponty and the Primacy of Reflection", in
Garth Gillan (ed.), The Horizons of the Flesh, Southern Illinois University
Press, Carbondale, 1973, p. 93
Herbert Spiegelberyg, The Phenomenological Movement-Vol. 2 {second edition),
Martinus Nijhoff, The Hague, 1976, p. 560
William J. Hurst, "Merleau-Ponty's Concept of the Self", in International
Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. xxii, No. 4, Dec. 1982, p. 93

54-Edward G. Ballard, "On Cognition of the Pre-Cognitive", pp. 238-239

55-Michael Kullmar and Charles Taylor, "The Pre-Objective World", in The
Review of Metavhysics, Vol. xii, No. 1, Sept. 1958, p. 113
For an analogous critigue of Husserl, see the following:
Ross Harrison, "The Concept of Prepredicative Experience”, in Edo Pivievié (ed.),
Phenomenologv and Philosophical Understanding, Cambrldge University Press,
Cambridge, 1975

56-Remy C. Kwant, The Phenomenological Philosophy of Merleau-Pontv, Duguesne
University Press, Pittsburgh, Pa., 1963, pp. 226-227

57-Ibid., p. 227
A
58-Herry Pietersma, "Merleau-Ponty and the Problem of Knowledge", in Donn .
Welton and Hugh J. Silverman (eds.), Criticazl and Dialectical Phenomenolody,
State University of New York Press, Albany, 1987, p. 187

59-Ibid.
60-Ibid.
61-Edward G. Ballard, "On Cognition of the Pre-Cognitive", p. 240

62-Maurice Mérleau—?onty, "The Primacy of Perception.and Its Philosophical
Consequences”, p. 30

63-Ibid., p. 28

64-Ibid.
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67-Ibid., p. 18 , '
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68-Maurice Merleau-Ponty, The Structurs of Behavior, p. 224
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69-The article Dreyfus and Todes are replying to is that by Michael Kullman
and Charles Taylor, which was previously referred to. See note number

54, of this chapter.

70-H.L. Drefus and S.J. Todes, "The Three Worlgs of Merleau-Ponty”, in
Philosophyv and Phenomenoloclcal Research, Vol. xxii, No. 4, June 1962,
Pp. 559-565

I should note that whét I charge Dreyfus and Todes with ignoring
was not the direct concern of their essay. What is difficult to accept,
however, is the absence of any discussion of this issue, given what they
are arguing for, and the essay they are replying to.
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71-Albert Ra®il, Jr.,’ Merleau-Ponty: Existentialist of the Social World,

Columbia Unlver51ty Press, New York, 1967, pp. 188-189
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73-Ronald Bruzina, Irogos and Eidos, Mouton and Co. N.V., Publishers, The
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74-Laur1e Sourllng, Phenomenology and the Social World, Routledge and Kegan.
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76-Ibid., p. 157 N .

77-Samuel B. Mallin, Merleau-Pontv's Philosophy, Yale University Press?
New Haven, 1979, pp. 167-168
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Edwin B. Allaire, “"Bare Particulars”, in Michael J. Loux (ed.), Universals
and Particulars: Readings in Cntology
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79-Tbid., p. 393

80-Ibid., p. 427

81-Ibid., p. 241

Chapter Four: A "Theorv" of Epistemic Evaluation
i-Edmund Husserl, Ideas, p. 100, sec. 32
2-Ibid., p. 94, sec. 28

3—E£nund Husserl, Logical Investigations-Vol. 1, p. 263
Edmund Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, pp. 6, 35

4-Edmund Husserl, Logical Investigations-Vol. 1, p. 263

5-Edmund Husserl, Ideas, p. 353, sec. 137

6-Edmund Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, p. 15

7-Edmund Husserl, "Husserl's Inaugural Lecture at Freiburg im Breisgau (1917),
(trans. Robert Welsh Jordarn), in Peter McCormick and Frederick A, Elliston (eds.),
Husserl: Shorter Works, University of Notre Dame Press, Notre Dame, 1981,
pp. 14-15 '

8-Edmundiﬁusserl, Cartesian Meditations, p. 77

9-Ibid.
10-Tbid., p. 78
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16-Edmund Husserl, Experience and Judgment, pp. 45-46

17~ A similar difficulty may also possibly be found in Merleau-Ponty's
own writings, in trying to understand pre-cbjective experience. Throughout
this essay, I have been characterizing pre-objective experience as our
commen everyday experience of such things as tables, chairs, lamps, trees,
stones, other animals, persons, and so on. “But at various points in
the Phencmenology of Perception, Merleau-Ponty claims that common sense
suffers from the same objectivistic understanding as science, (Maurice
Merieau-Ponty, Phenomenoloav of Perception, pp. xi, 71) and that the
study of consciousness and its experiences carries us beyond common sense
postulates. (Ibid., p. 59) The everyday world is analogous to Husserl's
natural attitude, which is permeated by objective meanings. The return
to pre-objective experience would thus be 2 return to an experience which
underlies both it and the world of scientific knowledge. Again, following
Husserl, this foundatiocnal experience is one of a natural world which
precedes and grounds all cultural meanings. (Ibid., pp. 24, 146, 198,
293, 324, 346, 347, 450) "The natural worl¥gs the horizon of all horizons,
the style of all possible styles, which guarantees for my experiences
2 given, not 2 willed, unity underlying all the disruptions of my personal
and historical life". (Ibid., p. 330)

This dimension of Merleau-Ponty's thought has been greatly emphasized
by Samuel Mallin, in his work on Merleau-Ponty. He argues that perception
is a transcendental structure which serves as the condition for the possibility

" of any experience or existent. {Samuel B. Mallin, Merleau-Pontv's Philosophv,
p. D4) As transcendental, it is universal and necessary to all persons.
(Ibid.) That is, it is both trans-historical and trans-cultural, and
provides all individuals with a basic, common world, (Ibid., pp. 78-79)
which grounds all the other basic regions of existence: motility, sociality,
cognition. (Ibid., o. 30) - t

The difficulty with this.conception of pre-objective experience is )
the same as that in Busserl's account of the experience of the life-world,
viz., how can we gain access tc a culturally neutral, pre-historical
experience, given our historical situatedness, which both philosophers
recognize? Our own interpretation goes against this type of analysis,
and if it is the case that this is how Merleau-Ponty understands pre-objective
experience, then we must reject the latter.

But there are opposing tendencies in Merleau-Ponty's thought, as
we have already seen, especially in the notion of the Fundieruung relation.
Pre-objective experjence depends on predicative judgments for its being,
though not directly on explicit judgments. Merleau-Ponty himself says,
as we saw, that there is no pure and unexpressed life in man, i.e., all
experience is mediated by present and past judging activity, with the
latter forming @ part of the horizon of experience. Recall that cur |
linguistic expressions, once articulated, take on an independence from
the speaker, and become sedimented inte our surrounding world. (Maurice
Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenologv of Perception, p. 392) "We live in a world
where speech is an institution®, (Ibid., p. 184) i.e., in a linguistically
mediated world, and "it is withir a world already spoken and speaking *
that we think". (Ibid.) To be able to apprehend a world which precedes
language, and hence thought, contradicts the Fundieruung relation.

Merleau-Ponty, in commenting upon the objection that his philosophy
relativiwes the world to human existence, and that on the contrary the
world preceded man, says that the descriptions of such a world, by means
of which iz is known, themselves presuppose our pre-objective experience,
with all of its cultural and historical meanings. (Ibid., p. 432) As
Merleau-Ponty expresses it, "consciousness always finds itself already
at work in the world". (Ibid.) He alsc says, in a claim forshadowing
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a famous statement made by Michel Foucault, the following: ™an is a
historical idea and not a natural species". (Ibid., p. 170)

The camment on talk of a pre-human world is revealing. Though we .
can speak about nature, and we do, how we understand it is historically
conditioned. I suggest that this way of speaking of nature is consistent ' -
with our interpretation of pre-objective experience. Mallin himself
admits that the natural world is an abstraction if taken independengly
from the three other basic structures he identifies. (Samuel Mallin, ¢
Merleau-Pontv's Phenomenclogv, p- 50) But once this is admitted, then |
one camnot affirm that the meaning of the natural world and our cognition
of it is divorced from these other structures.

I cannot fully delve into this issue without entering the dark and
narrow corridors of textual exegesis. At best, I wish to bring to attention
this possible conflict between my understanding of pre-objective experience
and Merleau-Ponty's, and point out that my interpretation is not without
justification. .

18-David Carr, Phencmenology and the Problem of Historv, Northwestern University
Press, Evanston, 1974, p. 219 X

19-Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenologw of Perception, p. xiv

20-Ibid.
21-Tbid., p. vii
22-Ibid., g. 294
23-Ibid.

24-Tbid., p. 342
25-Ibid., p. 297 )

26-My example is a modification of one of Merleau-Ponty's own efamples.
See the following: & -
Ibid., pp. 296-297

27-Tbid., p. 297

28-Ibid.
29-Ibid., p. 119
30-Ibid., p. 297 A\_

31-Ibig., p. 321
32-Ibid., p. 344
33-Ibid., p. 360

34-1bid., p. 342

35-G.W.F. Hegel, Phenomenoloqy of Spirit, p. 27, sec. 47

36-Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenologv of Perception, p. 313

"
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37-Ibid.

38-Ibid., p. 71

39-Ibid., p. 206
40-Ibid., p. 395
41-Tbid., pp. 139-140
42-Ibid., p. 143
43-Maurice Mérlepu—?énty.

44-Maurice Merleau-Ponty,
Consequences”, p. 14

45-Maurice Merleau-Ponty,

46-Ibid., p. xvi-

47-Ipid., p. 207

LY

\AP-Maurice Merleau-Ponty,
Consequences", p. 13

&

-

49-Ibid., p. 20
50-Ibid.

51-Maurice Merleau-Ponty,
p. 96

32-Maurice Merieau-?onty.
53-Ibid., p. 395
54-Ibid., p. 396
55-Ibid. *
56—Ibi§., p. 398

~3

57-Ibid., pp. 169, 410

58-Ibid., p. 170

'ﬂqﬁﬁ"

"The Metaphysical In Man", p. 94, footnote number 13

"The Primacy of Perception and Its Philosophical

Phenomenologv of Perception, p. 129

"The Primacy of Perception and Its Philosophical

"On the Phenomenclogy of Language", ip Signs,

Phenomenologv of Perception, p. 383

59~ Samuel Maliin's commentary is the work which has dedicated the most
attention to examining Merleau-Ponty's understanding of Cognition. Mallin

argues that Merleau-Ponty defines truth as correspondence; the' correspondence .

between a belief and the“mre-objective experience it purports to express.
{Samuel B. Mallin, Merleau-Pontv's Philosophv, p. 221) Whatwe have provided

is not a definition of truth, but a criterion, of epistemic¢ justification.
This, however, has implications for how truth!is defined! To attribute
a correspondence theory to Merleau-Ponty implies that explicit judgments
and pre-objective experience are two independent "realms of being", so
to speak. But the Fundieruung relation indicates that this cannot be
the case (though this is consistent with Mallin's own interpretation
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of the relation between pre-objective experience and cognition). (See:
Ibid., pp. 231-232, and note number 17 of chapter four) Mallin himself
notes that correspondence, for Merleau-Ponty, is not an external relation.
(Ibid., p. 222) Yet if it is not, it is difficulty to see how one is

to conceive the relation of correspondence. What precisely are the two
relata of this relationship? They cannot be a belief and the expérience
it is about, because the latter implies a horizon intrinsic to its meaning
which cannot be exhausted by a belief. That is, if truth were defined

as correspondence, it would have to be between a belief and the whole
horizonality of an experience, which is impossible. For a belief to

be accepted, it must be compatible with that horizon, which Mallin
acknowledges. (Ibid.) But to speak in terms- of compatibility with a
horizon, is to speak of coherence. Mallin rejects coherence here because,
in part (again following his interpretation of the relaticn of pre-cbjective
experience to objective knowledge), he maintains that the horizon of

a belief is a set of background beliefs, and not perception as such.
(Ibid., p. 223) Hence even though one may accept coherence as a criterion
of knowledge, it is not the’definition of truth. Corresponglence establishes
the connection between beliefs and the empirical world. But we have |
seen that these two claims are both false and unnecessary, because the
horizon of our experience and of our beliefs about experience, is one

and the same, viz., pre-objective experience. Mallin, though, equally
rejects coherence as a criterion of knowledge, because it demands of

the cognitive agent that he or she have a grasp of the background of -
coherent beliefs, so as to evaluate a particular belief. £ as Mallin
points out, this kind of’ apprehension is not possible. (Ibid., pp. 219-220)
This raises the issue of the meta-justification of our beliefs, that

was previously mentioned, and which will be dealt with in section six

of the fourth chapter.

60-That of Laurence Bonjour, as found in the following: .
Laurence Bonjour, The Structure of Empirical Knowledae, pp. 101-106

61-Ibid., p. 101
62-Ibid., p. 102
63-Ibid.

¢/ 64-Ibid., p. 103
65-Ibid., pp. 104-105

66-Edmund Husserl, The Crises of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenolocy,
p. 142 ' -

67-See the following:
F.H. Bradley, Essavs On Truth and Realitv, p. 110
Michael Oakeshott, Experience And Its Modes, p. 47
~~, Brand Blanshard, The Nature of Thought-Vol. 2, pp. 261, 268 N

68-Maurice Merleau~Ponty, Phenomenologv of Perception, p. 40 °
69-Gottfried Wilhelm von Leibniz, “Critical Remarks Concerning The General
- Part Of Descartes' Principles”, in Monadologvy and Other Philosophical
Essavs, (trans. Paul Schrecker and Anne Martin Schrecker), The Bobbs-Merril
Company, Inc., Indianapolis, 1963, p. 24, sec. 1




70-Ibid., p. 22, sec. 1
71-Ibid.
72-Ibid., p. 23, sec. 1 -

73-David Hume, An Encuirvy Concerning Human Understanding, Hackett Publlshlng
Company, Indianapolis, 1977, p. 109

74-Henry Pietersma, "Merleau-Ponty and the Problem of Knowledge", pp. 189-
198 -

75-David Eume, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, p. 111

by

Chapter Five: The Limits of Epistemic Reason

1-Roderick M. Chisholm, Theorv of Knowledge, pp. 123-134

2-For a more detailed discussion of Chisholm's position, to which my own
is indebted, see the following:

Jonathan Dancy, An Introduction to Contemporarv Epistemologv, pp. 230-233

3-G.W.F. Hegel, Phenomenologv of Spirit, p. 52, sec. 82

4-Ibid., p. 53, sec. 82
5-Ibid., p. 53, sec. 83
6-Ihid., p. 53, sec. 84
7-Ibid., p. 54, sec. 85
 8-Ibid., pp. 54-55, sec. 85 $.
9-Ibid., pp. 56-37, sec. 89

10-Ibigd., p. 21, sec. 36

11-G.W.F. Hegel, lLogic, p. 259; sec. 193

12-Ibid., p- 41, sec. 24

'13-G.W.F. Hegel, Phenoménologv of Spirit, p. 14, sec. 26

14-Ibid., p- 22, sec. 37

15-G.W.F. Hegel, Logic, p. 49, sec. 28

16-Ibid., p. 261, sec. 194

17-For a far more complete comparison of the phllosophles of Hegel and Husserl,

see the following:

Qgentln Lauver, "Phenomenology: Hegel and Husserl®, in Essays In Hegelian \
Dialectic, Fordham University Press, New York, 1977 \\\\
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18-Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenologqv of Perception, p. 409

19-Jean-Paul Sartre, "Merleau-Ponty", in Situations, {trans. Benita Eisler),
George Braziller, Inc., New York, 1965, p. 237

20-See for instance, the following:-
Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (second edition),
The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1970, pp. 5, 24, 113, 128
Hilary Putnam, Reason, Truth And Historv, Cambridge Universitv Press,
Cambridge, 1981, p. 52

21-Donald Davidson, "On the Very Idea of a Conceptual Scheme", in Inquiries
Into Truth and Interpretation, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1983, p. 189
The following quotation from Putnam shows clearly the same tension that
We saw in coherentism's analvsis of experience.

"Internalism does not deny that. there are experiential inputs to
knowledge; knowledge is not a story with no constraints except internal
coherence; but it does deny that there are any inputs which are not
themselves to some extent shamed by our concepts, by the vocabulary we
use to report and describe them, or any inputs which admit of onlv one
description, independent of all conceptual choices. Even our description
of our own sensations, so dear as a starting point for knowledge to generations
of epistemologists, is heavily affected (as are the sensations themselves,
for that matter) by a host of conceptual choices. The very inputs upon
which our knowledge is based are conceptually contaminated; but contaminated

" inputs are better than none.”
Hilary Putnam, Reason, Truth And History, p. 54

22-Richard Rorty has argued that because we are always in touch with the
world, then concerns with epistemic justification are otiose. See the
following: '
Richard Rorty, "The World Well Lost", in Conseguences of Pragmatism,
University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, 1982, p. 13

23-Jurgen Habermas, Knowledge and Human Interests, p. 9

24-See the following, as examples:
G.W.F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, p. 50, sec. 78
F.H. Bradley, Essavs On Truth and Realityv, p. 213
Otto Neurath, "Protocoli Sentences”, pp. 167-168
Nicholas Rescher, The Coherence thecrv of Truth, Oxford At The Clarendon
Press, Oxford, 1973, pp. 332-333

25-Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenoloqv of Perception, p. xxi
26-Ibid.

27-Maurice Merleau-Pcnty, Sense and Non-Sense, p. 3

28-For an interesting attempt at drawing some of the implications of the
contingent ground of normative evaluation for ethics, see the following:
Osborme P. Wiggins, "Merleau-Pontv's Phenomenclogical Ethics", in -
Graduate Faculty Philoscphy Journal, 1985, Vol. 10, No. 2, pp. 43-56
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